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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
For nearly e. fu 11 century a war of words has been taking place 
concerning the origin of this universe, the world, man and animals. 
There have been mny books wrl tten on the subject besides many private 
and public debates. None of these have produced a final and lasting, 
or for that uatter satisfying, answer to the problem. 
The Problem. It was the purpose of this research to present 
an adequate and accurate, but not a bJlky picture of the problem that 
arises between the theory of Naturalistic Evolntion, that science claims 
to have discovered, and the Biblical account as it is given in Genesis 
chapter one and two. 
Some of these problems discussed involve the facts as presented 
by science; there is reason to question some supposed statements and 
findings of the proponents of the theory of Evolution. 
Much of the discussion from both sides of the question has been 
from the standpoint of reasoning, that is, logical inferences that cer-
tain facts seem to indicate. Many facts are built and dependent on 
other accepted facts. Many of these have not been proven. This sys-
tem of facts depends one on the other. The fall of one necessitates 
the fall of many of ihe others. Therefore science :must fight to hold 
all or at least most of their suppositions. 
The problem of Naturalistic Evolution becomes even more diffi-
cult and involved when compared to the Scriptural account of the be-
ginning and creation of all things. 
This research has presented a comparison of the two views of 
the origin of all things. 'lhey are Natural is tic Evolution as opposed 
to the Scriptural Doctrine of Creation. 
It is necessary to state here that the argument betvreen the 
two the cries has been a stumbling block to young and old alike. Few 
have the time to study the problem from all its angles and aspects 
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and as a result have accepted the theories and statements of scientists, 
many of whomwork in fields that are not even remotely connected with 
the field of evolution and consecpently have no more authority for 
their statements than the average man they may pass on the streets. 
This shortcoming is also evident on the part of clergymen. Man.y will 
denounce evolution while at the same time they must confess fuat they 
have never made a study of the subject. There seems to be a wide lack 
of knowledge and umerstanding on this subject. Many claim to knovr 
about it and do somemat superficially, but lack true understanding 
of the facts and thought on both sides. 
Importance of the Study. This is a very important area of 
study because of the confusion, misunderstandings, and disagreements 
between Bible believing fundamental Christians and Naturalis-tic Evolu-
tionists. 
Naturalistic Evolutionists will not accept the Scriptural ac-
count of 9reation as scientific and Bible believing Christians claim 
that the Ne. turalis tic Evolutionists are not scientific or fai.r in 
their conclusions about evolution. 
This was an attempt to clear up the confUsion centering around 
these theories end to establish e. better understanding of the problems 
involved. 
Purposes. It was the purpose of this thes,is to (1) point out 
in the most simple way possible the theories involved in the problem 
of Naturalistic Evolution, so that they could be used for a compari-
son with the Scriptural Doctrine of Creation and that there might be 
a better understanding of the theory. (2) To present the Scriptural 
Doctrine of Creation. so that it can be used in a comparison with 
Naturalistic Evolution and that those reading the thesis might have 
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a clear picture of the Scriptural account. (3) It was not the purpose 
of this thesis to argue from pure reasoning, conjecture, or theory 
alone, or to argue from the standpoint of only one or a few men ac-
claiming, or disacclaiming a theory. (4) It was the purpose of this 
thesis· to present facts only. 
Limi·ba:tions·. This research was not intended to solve every 
problem in every detail, but rather it was an attempt to present an 
ou·blined and generally thorough description of soma problems involved 
in the theory of evolution and to present, for the help of the Bible 
believer, facts that will support him intellectually, that he may 
hold to and believe the narration of creation as presented in Genasi~. 
There has been no attempt in this research to prove the in-
spiration, or reliability of the book of Genesis·, or for that matter, 
any part of the Bible; this is a:ssumed. Neither has any attempt been 
made to directly prove 1 or disprove any writings of men supporting 
Naturalistic Evolution. Only their wr:i.tings have been presented and 
if they do not agree no attempt has been !Jlade ·to- exp-lain why they do, 
or do not agree. 
Method of Procedure. Sources presenting the generally accepted 
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views were used in accumulating the information that has been used in 
this thesis. Thera is a great deal of variance within each theory 1 
so i t has be en n ecessary t o c onsider the v iew that seems to be ac-
cepted by the most men within each the ory. Many of t h e r eferences 
used are a combination 6 or i21e summary of a. group of men who general-
ly· agree within each of the two theories. Thi s was the most fair and 
accurate method of procedure to secure a representative v- iew of any 
theory. 
Definitions. {1 ) "When God is referred to, it is the Holy Trin-
ity, the Creator; the being with personal·ty end consciousness, th a 
all present 6 all wise Gcxl. (2) Naturalistic Evolution refers to that 
theory that claims that all life has evolv ed from something inferior. 
God is not involved, or considered, all things consist of matter and 
matter alone. (3) By the word "facts" is meant the discoveries of 
true science~ scientific discoveries that ere not interpreted by prej-
udice or supposition., 
Organization of Findings. There are five cha p ters in all in 
this thesis., .An introduct~.on to the problem was given i n chap t er one. 
The Naturalistic Evolutionar;y t heory of the ori g in of things was pre-
sented as accurately and as compreh ensibly as possible in chapter two .. 
This included a discussion of the explanation of the origin of the 
universe and this world, along with the evolutionist's explanation 
of the development of all organic life from the most minute proto-
plasm dovm to the complex animal called man. This included a further 
discus s ion of the tremendous amount of time involved in this supposed 
evolution along with a discus s ion of the periods of development and 
the characteristics of each period. All i n all a complex s ystem built 
to explain the orir,in of all the th ings was described in chapter two. 
This explanation was found to be built up on the theor y that ell thin~s 
are i n their present state of e x is tence because of the inevitabi lity 
of progress end development in the universe o God, as a Personal Tran-
scendent creator and sus ta i ner is not genera l ly ackn owledged as neces-
sary to our existence in this theoryo However$ it was found that there 
are many who call themselves theistic evolutionistsg who claim that 
whereas a transcendent God created all t h in gs, evolution was His 1. eth odo 
The Scriptural Doctrine of Creatio n as related in the Holy Bible 
was dealt with in chapter threeo Thi s doctrine affirms God as the Al-
mighty Creator and ruler of all thingso The manner in whi ch God cre ated 
this universe was also consideredo Three main theories were set forth: 
one, . the Interval Theory, which maintains that an indefinite period of 
time elapsed between the happenin gs re corded in the first and second 
verses of the first ch a pter of Genesis while insisting that the d a~rs 
spoken of in Genesis were a ctual twenty-four hour pericds of time; 
t wo, t he theory that there was no gap in time between verses one and 
two in chapter one of· Genesis but that each of the days was a ge ological 
age; three, the theory that there was no time gap between verses one and 
two in Gene sis and also that each of the days were twent y-four hour per-
:l.ods. Thus, accordin g to this theory, God accomplished His VTork of 
creation in a very short period of ti me. 
Chapter four contained an examination of the theory of Natural-
isti c Evolution as presented ln chap<;er two with th e Scriptura l Doc-
trine of Creation in ch apter three, showing the facts considered i n 
this examination o 
The summary and conclusion of the thesis were put in chapter five 
CHAPTER II 
NATURALISTIC EVOLUTION 
A. Introduction 
This chapter has given a definition of evolution, a discussion 
of its earlier history, and then the actual teaching of this theory 
as it relates to the origin of the uni verse and its deve lopment. In 
the latter portion of the chapter the main arguments of evolution that 
are used to support tm theory were presented. 
B. Definition of Evolution 
Evolution, the drawing of one thing out of another, is deep in 
namre. It proceeds f!!om causation, which is universal. In the world 
things are so connected "that one thing proceeds from some other. Thia 
arises from the universal action of causation~ A cause (in physical 
nature) develops into an effect, and an effect is an evolution from a 
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causeo It is a theory which holds that all things have been brought 
to fue ir present status by a series of progressive changes according 
to certain fixed laws, and by means of r esident forces.2 
All natural causation is produced by two or more bodies acting 
on each other, the e ffect being that both are changed. Nature thus 
becomes reticulated and flexible. The evolution of living beings is 
an organized causation. 
Suppos e that nature from the beginning consists of a hundred or 
a thousand agents. These act upon e ach other according to their own 
propertie s, and new products are ever appearing. Such is the plan in 
the cosmos. It is man's bu sines s not to rebel a gainst the plan , but to 
fall in with it end profi t by it. Looking to the caus e s operating, man 
can from the present so far · find out the past and forecast the future.3 
c. The Nature of Evolution 
Strictly and prop erly speaking, the evolu-
tionary theory is ptu-e ly biological, and is con-
cerned with the natural history of organic life . 
It does not profess to deal with the origin or 
ultimate cause of life, but presupposes the ex-
istence on this planet of some form or forms of 
living organisms. It can be stated very simply 
as the doctrine that all existing forms of life 
are derived by unbroken descent from a few primi-
tive types, perhaps from one, the present large 
number and diversity of species being due to pro-
gressive modification of earlier species, brought 
about by natural forces and laws which still oper-
ate. This theory includes in its reference both the 
animal and vege table kingdoms and claims in partic-
ular to describe the production of the human organ-
ism. Some evolutionists hold that the d.,veloprnent 
of species is fully accounted for by 'the opera-
tion of natural forces and laws. But others ac-
knowledge that naturalistic evolution has been 
attended by involution, the. t is, by superphysical 
causation, which has determined the upward direc-
tion and the results of the operation of natural 
forces .4 
This, in general , is the evolutionary theory. It should not 
be confused with particular explanations of the method of origin of 
new species, such as th-e theories of Lamarck and of Darwin, nor with 
wider theorie s which profess to explain the development of the in-
organic world and the progress of human history, thought, and religion 
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by an exclusively natural evolution.? 
The logic of all branches of s cie nee points to the existence 
of some system of evolution of the uniV'erse, its complete nature hidden 
in the vastnesaes of t~~e and space but nevertheless developed in ac-
cordance with nature's laws. The earth is one of the celestial host, 
its beginnings are bound up with that of other bodies.6 
D. The Early History of Evolutionary Thought 
As a speculati va conjecture the idea of a developmsnt of the 
world out of primordial matter is as ancient as is human philosophy. 
Christianity has enriched human thought with the doctrine of the cre-
ation of matter by the will of God, and teaches the doctrine of divine 
imminence and of sovereign control by God of the course of nature. 
But the evolutionary form of thought was not prejudiced by the pub~ 
· lication of these truths. On the contrary, the narrative of creation 
in Genesis and the progressive nature of God's self-manifestation as 
r e corded in the Scriptures, were commented on by certain patristic 
writers in t erms that were favourable to evolutionary conceptions of 
history, whether natural or spiritual. Mediaeval realists, starting 
with the doctrine of an original creation of matter, described its 
differentiation by individualizing principle into specific forms in 
terms suggestive of evolution.7 
E·. Establishment of the Theory 
The early appearance of such forms of thought md their wid 
prevalence were the natural and inevitable result of men's observa-
-~ion of the phenomena of growth in individual organisms, and of the 
gr adation of species in the animal and vegetable kingdoms. But pre-
vious to the development of modern biological science, evolutionary 
theories were necessarily conjectural; end they could not gain a 
serious foothold eo long as no credible explanation of the rrethod of 
evolution was forthcoming. Moreover, up to Paley's time, modern 
theologians and scientists alike believed in the fixity of species. 
With a very few exceptions the notion that species undergo mutation 
9 
~as confined to speculative philosophers. The older allegorical in-
terpretation of Genesis was without support, and theologians naturally 
read existing science into the Biblical account of creation, assuming 
that the account should be taken literally, and should be regarded be-
cause of its inspiration as scientifically accurate. The conclusion 
that the purpose of Biblical inspiration did not include a revelation 
beforehand of the results of scientific investigation, although clearly 
expressed in the twelfth century by Peter Lombard, did not emerge in 
modern thought unti 1 the unscientific nature of the opening chapters 
of Genesis had been established by the results of nineteenth century 
scientific induction. Thus it was that theologians adopted the theory 
of special creation and of the fixity of existing species, and the idea 
of mutation of species upon which modern evolution hypothesis depends, 
was alien in the eighteenth century to the minds both of theologians 
and scientists. 8 
The task of giving the evolutionary theory an established place 
in biological science was achieved principally by Charles Darwin , whose 
Origin .£!_ Species is one of the most epoch-making books that has ever 
been written. It put much of previous scientific li ter·at.n.re out of 
date, and caused a revolution in thought which has not only extended 
its transforming influence into every de.partment of natural science 
and philosophy, but has largely determined the lives and methods of 
subsequent speculative and apologetical theology. 
In 1859 a new world was born, thinking new thoughts and using 
new language. The results have been that Christian apologists have 
been compelled eiiher to think the new thoughts and use the new lan-
guage, or to abandon hope of successfully propagating Christian doc-
trine among the intelligent, says Francis J. Ha11.9 
Darwin's view had been partly anticipated by Dr. W. C. Wells 
in 1813. Credit ought also to be given to A. R. Wallace, who had 
independently sketched the theory of natural selection before Darwin 
·was ready to publish his own speculations. Mr. Wallace sent his 
sketch to Dar·win and Darwin's first i mpulse was to present Wallace's 
sketch without publishing his own. However, Darwin's friends dis-
suaded hi..Tfl and inste ad a joint statement of Darwin and Vvallace was 
published in 1858 in the Journal of the Linnaean Society. Following 
this, Wallace acknowledged the priority of Darwin.10 
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It reiP..ains now to proceed to the theory of na t-urel is tic evolu-
tion and the facts formulated concerning the development of the earth. 
man, plants. and animals. 
F. Origin of the World 
Science alone has no sure word concerning the beginning of the 
formative period of the earth. nor does it know the end. 
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According to the well known theory of Kant and Laplaca~ started 
by each independently of the other~ there was a mass of matter with an 
impulse given to cause it to r otate from west to east, and throwing off 
the earth as a fiery liquid~ to move in the same direction. As the 
earth rotated it formed into an oblate spheroid. As it cooled it de-
veloped a solid crust with thick, gaseous substances surrounding it, 
which in the process of time were condensed into water. As it th~n 
presented itself~ it was composed of s~venty elements~ more or less. 
In it were mechanical; chemic al~ and gravitational f orces, probably 
also magnetic and electric, whatever t hese may have been. As they 
operated divisions and combinations took place, which were called dif-
ferentiations and concentrations. The atmosphere was separated from 
the land, and as the oscillations of the cracking earth went on, por-
tions of land rose above the waters. "Mountain chains"~ says Le Comte~ 
"seam to be produced by the secular cooling, and therefore~ contraction 
of the earth greater in the interior than the exterior, in consequence 
of which the face of the old earth is become wrinkled." There was yet 
no sun, which in fact was being condensed out of the nebular mass~ but 
light and heat were generated, ready to nourish the tiny plants which 
were ready to spring up on the rocks lying under the waters. 
For a summary of the earth's changing surface and climate dur-
ing geological time, the following facts have been selected for em-
phasis. 
First~ geological time is very, very long indeed, so vast as to 
be beyond human comprehension . Few geologists today think that the ev-
olution of the earth and its life could have taken place in l ss than 
one thousand million years. In all of this one perceives how slowly 
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the physical and organic processes bring about the results of nature. 
Second, the constant shrinking of the earth le a.ds to an instability of 
surface that brought about periodic changes, not only in the areal 
space relations of the water and land, but in the shapes and heights 
of the lands as well. Third, no sooner were the lands elevated above 
ti1e sea level than the weathering processes became more active and 
through the agenc y of t he rain and wind all high places were, accord- · 
ing to human standards, slowly but surely moved into the seas and 
oceans. Fourth, as a result of the transference of the high lands in-
to the water areas, the latter were to a certain extent displaced, and 
periodically flooded more or less of the lands. Fifth, due to these 
surface changes the atmcspher e and the cliua te we re constan tly chang-
ing in a small way, but every now and then when the lands were largest, 
highest, and driest, a cold period appeared and disarranged the entire 
organic world, both on the lands and in the waters. Sixth, when these 
"critical periods" were upon the world, the face of the earth was 
scenically grand and beautiful and at the s ame time the struggle for 
existence amoung the living was most intense. The rulers of the var-
ious domains fou.nd themselves overtrained and overspecialized, and 
succUlJ"Ibed one after another to the changing environment. Organic su-
premacy was and is attained only through constant vigilance.ll 
G. The Appearance of Life 
In this long period of time called the Archeozoic or Eozoic Ag~, 
there was no life; indeed, there could have been none, ovdng to the in-
tense heat. It is possible hov1ever, that there was a rise of simple 
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primitive unicellular types in the latter part of this Ere. There 
were also large deposits of limestone , graphite and iron ores of uni-
cellular origin• no fossils remain, if any vrere even formed. Life 
appear~d first in the Laurentian rocks which stretch through Canada, 
where they are forty thousand feet in depth, on into the United States; 
they ere also found in Scotland, and bulk largely in Bohemia. These 
a.re not primary rocks, for they are forrre d of matter carried by rivers 
into the sea . In them are found the Eozoon, of so amorphous a charac-
ter tha t it has been disput ed whether it is an animal or a mere miner-
e.l.l2 F'irst life on this planet was probably f0r:ms of great simplici-
ty, endowed like existing fungi, with the power· of determining the for-
mation of new protoplasm from such matters as ammonium carbonates, oxa-
lates and tartrates, alkaline and earthly phosphates, and water, with-
out the aid of light. l3 If there were animals there must also have 
been plants, vitalizing minerals, to feed th em . Evidence shows there 
probably was life, from graphite and limestone in the formations.14 
H. History of the Earth 
1. Its Formation. The History of t he earth is read in the 
rocks -which have been thrust up by internal forces and beveled across 
by erosion. The nearer events are clearly recorded in the sequence 
and nature of the sedimentary rocks and their fossils. But the old-
est formations have been folded, mashed, and crystalliz ed out of all 
r esemblance to their original nature, and intruded by molten masses 
now solidified into granite and other igneous rocks. Fossils, the 
time markers of geology if once existent, have been destroyed, and 
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as in the dawn of human h i story, vast per iods of time are dimly 
sensed t hrough the disordered and illegible recordG This crys-
tallized and intri catel y distorted series of the oldest terrestri-
al rocks tells of an earth surface on which air and ·wate r p layed 
their par ts, mu ch as now. But i t was a surface r epeatedl y overwhelmed 
by outpourings of basalti c lava on a vaster scale the...Yl those of lat-
er a ges , and tl<e crust was re cu rrent l y broken up and engulfed in the 
floods of rising granitic magmos. Here the geo logic record begins, 
but t he nature of i ts beginning p oints clearly to the existence of 
a pre - historic eon . At the farther bounds of thi s unre corded time, 
forever hidden from dire c t ob servation , lies fue origin of the e arth. 
Thi s period of time rough l y covers the Arche azoic and Proterozoic -
eras ,,18 
2. The Paleozoic Era. 'I"ne next ma in per iod of time vl'ith i n 
the Pale ozoic Era is t he Silurian Period, or the Age of Invertebrates, 
especia l ly of Molluses. This fo:cmation lies unconfor:rmbly on the 
Laurentian , s h owing long deposits and numerous upheaval s . It i s 
found i n the borders of Wales and in the state of New York , and in 
1nany o-the r pla c eso There was an abundance of pla..Ylts, mainly mar-
ine, chiefl y a l gae or seaweeds. Animals were a l so numerous such as 
sponge s , radiates, corals, forming reefs, medusae, and jelly-fishes . 
The r e were cephal opods, t he mast highl y organized and most powerful 
of t h e tribe. 'lney are represented in the present day by the nautibus , 
the squid, and the cu ttl e-fishes. I n this age articulated ani mals 
appeared, espe cial l y soi't, fles hy worms, not having preserve d themselves, 
but two hundred spe cies were made known by their tracks and borings , so 
important in produci ng soi l. In this age there were also evidences of 
terrestrial or fresh-water life .19 
The first living inhabitants of the earth must have been far 
simpler than the lowest bacteria that are known. In fact, it would 
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be correct to say that there were no 11 first" living things. Inorgan-
ic matter slowly developed into organic and ihis was slowly shaped 
into living units. This particular evolution must have te.ken ages. 
There was no more a "first" living thing than there was a "first" li'..aDe 
YlBlly difficulties are avoided by bearing in mind the extremely slow 
and gradual nature of these evolutions. 
The next great point was the division of early life into plant 
and animal. There is really no essentia 1 difference between the two. 
They are made of substantially the same plasm and in the lower circles 
of life today it is often impossible to say whether a living thing is 
a plant or an animal. But some of the early inhabitants continued to 
feed on inorganic matter, fue chemicals in the soil. This is mainl~r 
what is meant by a "plant" of vegetal organism. 
Some of the early living things foriMd the habit of devouring 
their neighbors instead of building up plasm out of inorganic matter. 
This was the beginning of fue anili'.al. It is q.lite plain that this 
xneans a precisely opposite development from that of the plant. It 
means "hunting"; so the hunter and the hunted developed very grad-
ually, organs of 1 ocomotion, sense spots, mouths, stomachs, weapons, 
armour, etc. 
In time the cells clung together and larger animals ( 11many 
celled 11 ) were formed. This afforded a better opportunity for special-
izing. Som!l cells became muse le -cells , some nerve-cells , some stomach-
20 cells, some weapon-cells. and so on. 
It is said that before the Silurian Age closed, may be found 
vertebrates of a l ow type.21 
All of these things certainly took millio..l'ls of years, and 
probably ten~ of millions of years! During all that time animals 
were soft-bodied and have left no 11 fossils". It is by studying them 
in na iure today that we trace tl:e lines of their evolution. But at 
last animals with hard parts were developed, and we begin to find 
these preserved as fossils in the rooks. Soroo began to form ooa ts 
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of lime (shells) and the great family of Molluses (mussels, cockles, 
oysters, e to) spread over the floor of the ocean. Natural selection 
is very useful in explaining protective parts of this kind. Others 
had their baiie s drawn out into sections, with · a tough coat on each 
section (crabs, waterfleas, shrimp). Others had long wriggling bodies 
(worms). The seas now teemed with life. The less fit perished, age 
by age. Organization crept higher and higher.22 
During this time the land was rising above the water as the 
ocean sank into deeper beds. It was probable that tre se changes were 
often acute and violent. Great continents, v.hich had for ages spread 
out very flat and swampy, were tilted. MOuntain chains arose and the 
rivers, which had been sluggish for ages, became far swifter. 1'his 
meant a great change far the swimming population. Already the hunt 
for food and escape had developed swifter means of locomotion . Now 
the water would have washed ihem away if they had not developed more 
power and speed. No doubt whole vast populations · of floating and 
swimming things perished, and the speed of others was more rap idly 
developed. 
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At the close of i:h ese grae.t changes the fish, the king of 
the early ocean, appeared. How beautifully his long boatlike body, 
with powerful fins, his eyes and nose and mouth and teeth at the fore-
and, responded to the new conditions. They were the outcome of a 
very long and hard strugglec23 
The next period of time is referred to as the Devonian Period, 
or i:he fish age. Hitherto the plants had been chiefly marine. Now 
land plants became abundant. The remains show that there were even 
trees as well as smaller plants. There were forests of moderate 
growth and great jungles over wide-spread marshes. The first fishes 
which came were ganoids and sharks, some of them three feet thick 
and from fifteen to eighteen feet long. 
"The most fundemental law of eve luti on," says Le Comte is, 
"where is differentiation?" This question has to do with a separat-
ing of g.ens ral iz ed into several specialized forms, a separation of 
one stem into several branches. The Devonian fishes are an admirable 
illustration of this law. 'Ihe first introduced fishes were not typical 
fishes, rut sauroids, that is, fishes which combined with their dis-
tinctive fish characters others 'Mdoh allied them with reptiles. They 
were the representatives and progenitors of both classes. From this 
comnon stem div.erge two branches, fish on the one hand, and reptiles 
on the other. This is but one example o£ a very general law which may 
be fonnulated thus: The first introduced of any class or order were 
not typical representatives of that class or order, but connecting 
links with other classes or orders, ihe o omple te separation of two 
or more classes or orders being the result of sub sequent e vo lution.24 
The next period is the Carboniferous or Great Plant and Coal 
.Age. This age is divided into the Low or Mississippian and the Upper 
or Pennsylvanian.25 
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Hera it is fcum that the great classes and orders of plants 
scatter and are more firmly organized than in any other age. Between 
two thousand and three thousand fossil plants mve been found, and one 
fourth of them are of this formation. The lo.ver forms of plant life 
continued but rising above them were the rsnified form:s of conifers, 
lap idodendrons, sigillarie.e, and calamites. These creatures sinking 
in a warm, moist, stifling climate, and in stagnant v;ater, became 
hardened by heat and pressure into coal. This was the great coal-
bearing era with its sand stones, shales, and lirr.estones, and with 
metalliferous veins running through them. Without the plant depos-
its and the po~r from the sun stcu-ed up in them, humn factories and 
man's working capacity would have been greatly limited. There are 
coal measures with thickness of ten thousand feet, indicating what a 
length of time this age must have lasted. The fishs s became reptilian 
in character, and amphibia rw.de their appearance. The Paleozoic Era 
now passed aw9lf and a new era appeared.26 
3· The Mesozoic Era. This new era is called the Mesozoic Era 
or that of th:l Reptiles. It is divided into the Triassic, Jurassic, 
and Cretaceous Periods. Here there were changes in the earth itself 
that had enormous influences in directing these variations at birth 
into the fo:rmati on of new species. The land rose, the rivers flovred 
more rap idly, and the need for speed, mich was already great on ac-
count of the struggle of hunter and hunted, became greater than ever. 
The fish family appeared in the waters, beginning with their uncouth 
fonns that no longer existed, passing on to the shark and then branch-
ing rapidly into hundreds of types. 'Ihe fins ware probably at first 
folds of the s kin, which were gradually strengthened by ribs of car-
tilage. Bones were not yet develope d. The lcmer fishes of today 
(sharks, rays, etc) he. ve no bones. They are the survivors of one of 
the earliest families. But now in this age the backbone is the chief 
new departure. Here the great "back-boned" (vertebrate) family has 
begun. There was little solid land, a warm ocem rolled over the 
greater part of ihe sur face of the globe. The a tnosphere was foul 
and thick, unsuitable fer land e.nirre.lsi an almost tropical climate 
axis ted all over the earih. There 'IJ'ias no winter seas on. Frost and 
snow were unlrnovm anyv.he re. 
The land began to rise, ridges of hills arose, and on these 
shores life began . to crawl from the overcrowded ocean. Plants prob-
ably led the way, since animals wru ld need than for food. The vege-
tation consisted minly of plants, such as ferns, cycads, and coni-
fers.27 
In this age reptiles reigned in the sea, on the land, and in 
the air. Some of the reptiles had mammalian characters, especially 
in the teeth. 28 
This age of the reptiles is referred to as the 11M:iddle Ages" 
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of the earth's history. It was ihe age of the giant reptiles, whose 
hundred-foot-long skeletons are seen in museums. They were developed 
in the latter part of the coo. 1 forest age. They were a plain response 
to 'the change of conditions. 29 
The Cenozoic Era, that of the mammals, naturally followed close-
ly that of the rept~les, and was characterized by animals such as ea-
gles, owls, and woo:lpeckers. This age closed with the great glacial 
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epoch, in which a great portion of the earth was covered with ice and 
snow, believed, for instance, to have been seven thousand feat thick 
in Norway. The cold accompanying the ice age led to the destruction 
of many species of plants and animals. In this age placentals, such 
as monkeys, made their appearance. 
The Cenozoic Era. The last and present age within the 
Cenozoic Era is that called the Quarternary, that of the largest me.m-
mals. Here the anilnals have becom3 what they now are. In various 
countries mammals took on a gigantic size, such as th e extinct elk.'3, 
the mammoth, and mastadon. This mammal age gave away to that of 
man, intelligent and responsible .30 
It is usual to explain very carefully that man has been evohred 
.from a monkey or an ape. Certainly no axis ting monkeys or apes are 
in the 1 ine of man's ancestry. Ho.vever, it is important to realize., 
says Joseph McCabe., that apes end. monkeys are related to man only 
through a common ancestral tribe of three or four million years ago. 
They are remote cousins ) 1 
The difficulty that some people still have in imagining the de-
scent, or ra i:her "ascent" of rmn from an ape-like .form of 1 ong ago is 
caused by the foolish habit of contrasting themselves with a gorilla 
or an orangutan. There is about themselves a dignity, a wisdom, a 
virtue that are lrurentably absent .from the g ovilla. But if, instead 
of taking that finished product o.f human evo lu ti on., and man were to 
adopt the more sensible course o.f taking a lower type of human being, 
the argument grows thinner. .After all, it is not man who descended 
from the ape-lilre .form; it is a remote ancestor. So let man get as 
near as he can to the common ancestor. The .Australian black takes 
man back a 1 ong wey. Many of them look much like the orangutan. 
Some central .Africans go back still further. Take the ugliest and 
most stupid of these the. t one can find, imagine s oi!B thing far more 
ugly and stupid, and then one has the human ancestor. He goes very 
near the higher ape family. 
Even highly civilized and refined folk have in their charac-
ters many traces of brute ancestry. Vvhy does the male human being 
have breasts? He has real, though stunted, milk glands behind those 
little warts or teats that are visible. Man co:rras from a very an-
cient group of animals in which the male helped to suckle the young. 
Why does man have those shrivelled pieces of cartilage which are 
calla d ears? They have no function. They do not help him to hear. 
Evolution and evolution alone answers the question. Men comes of 
a remote animal ancestor which had movable, pointed, useful ears 
like those of tre horse. There are about a hundred organs or parts 
or traces of organs in the human body today that can be explained 
only in this way)2 
It is generally held that men and apes had a common animal 
ancestor of the primitive humans and ihe primitive apes something 
like two to four million years ago. This common ancestor was of a 
monkey type, a branch of the very large simian type of the time. 
Then the ape-like creature descended from the trees and gradually 
began to walk upright on the ground. This process would also stim-
ulate the brain, increasing its capacity and abi li t<J )3 
It is probable that the cradle of the race was in the region 
on the south-west of Asia. It is significant that one finds the 
earliest human remains in the island of Java, v.hich was part of the 
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l ast continent that connec ted Asia wit h l;frica and Austral ia. The 
law of natural se le oti on now took its course and has produced the 
man t hat exists today.34 A further discussion of man has been given 
on pa ges 30 to 32 , a l s o see pages 34 to 36 a nd pa ge s 82 t o 90. 
Ie Immutab i li t~ 
23 
The sub j e c t around whi ch t he question of evolution is centered 
i s t he immutability of species . Are spe cies so stable that the y a l -
ways pr oduce offspri ng like themse l ves, or can they chan ge so as to 
give rise e "ther sl owl y or rapid l y t o nev; nes'? Most naturalists su ch 
as Darwin , Le Comt e, Lsmarck , and others, claim that the eviden ce ac-
cumulated is s u f ficie nt to es t ablish beyond a reasonable doubt the 
fa c t that spec ies are mutable . The y l ook upon fu os e living today as 
descended from past spec ies, from which they differ , and as continu-
al l y changing s o that they wi ll, in turn , gi ve rise t o new spe cies in 
the future. Once it is recognizsd that spec ies are derived from each 
oth er by des cent, the method of this derivati on and t he m..unber of o-
riginally c1·eat ed forms are simpl y matters of detai l. 35 
Natural se lecti on s el e cts , it does not ori 0 inat e or c r e ate.36 
I t is repeatedly pro·ved by facts of eve r yday observat · on t hat speci es 
are sub j e c t t o a c ert ain amount of vari a t ion and change . Everyone i s 
aware of tre affect of food , cl imate , hardship and eas e up on an i mals. 
No child i s precis ely like its parents. The man of ·Gh e nineteen·l;h 
century is very differe nt from the man of t ; m t ho usand B. C. T"ne Eu-
ropean is very unl ike th e fri ca.n. Variations do occur , t hen 1 and 
may (by being transmitted from genera t ion t o generat ." on) give rise 
to races. Among an :i.mals and plants it is every'Where recognized that 
there are species and varieties, and all of the varieties of' a species 
are understood as having descended frcm the same ancestor. Indeed, 
the commonly recognized distinction between species and varieties has 
been, until evolution modified it, that varia ·ties are descended from 
the same parent, ¥bile species are not thus genetically related. Few 
would attempt to deny the. t the variations vhich thus arise are very 
great, equaling or sometimes even exceeding the amount of difference 
between species. In many cases the common origin of varieties is 
frequently a matter of observe.tiono Individual differences are every-
'mere found, for no two animals are alike. Nor are these variations 
confined to isolated individuals. They are inherited and transmitted. 
Changes in the environment produce very great effect upon organ isms, 
changes which gradually increase by inheritam:::e. Charges in food af-
fect the color of an :l.mals and changes in temperature, climate, mois-
ture or dryness, and winds all have been four.rl to pro due e marked ef-
fects upon organ isiTl..s .37 
There is evidence enough to prove that not only do variations 
occur under nature, but that they may, by being transmitted, become 
sufficiently great to give rise to varieties which all naturalists 
rank as species.38 
J. Comparative .Anatomy and Rudimentary Organs 
The strongest arguments in favor of' evolution come from study 
in comparative anatomy. The strongest arguments ~ich are found in 
favor of the theory of descent frequently, too, come from the innu-
merable little points ·which familiarity w.i. th animals brings under 
one's observatio11; too many to introduce into any discussion for the 
sake of argument and too minute, most of ihem, to seem worth publi-
cation, but all togetrer forming a complete whole, whose weight is 
very great.39 
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An important feature in connection with the classification of 
animals and plants, is the series of organs known as rudimentary or-
gans. They have always been an object of interest, for utterly func-
tionless, their presence seems entirely unaccounted for unless they 
are assmred to be rudiments of organs previously of value o 
The t heory of t ypes meets the question in a manner which at 
first sight seems to be intelligible. Animals are built according to 
certain plans and it is necessary, in order that the plan be complete, 
to have all its parts represented.4° 
The vermiform appendix of the human body affords a critical 
instanoe, one that obtrudes itself upon man's attention with painful 
insistence in the disease known as appendicitis. This and other or-
gans of the same ap parently useless nature bear the appeerance of be-
ing survivals of a previous stage of evolution, for they are fou nd in 
lowar species and th~re discharge useful functions.. Mr. A. R. Wallace 
gives interesting examples. He says, 11 !11 the higher animals present 
rudiments of organs -which, though useless to them, ar e useful in some 
allied group, and are believed to have descended from e. cormnon ances-
tor in which they are usefule 11 Some of these rudiments appear only in 
exceptional individuals. Thus certain persons carry a projecting 
point on the outer fold of the ear, cor responding faintly to the 
pointed ear of numerous species of lower animls, en earmark of an-
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K. Paleontology and Paleobotany 
The next important argurnen t in favor of evolution i s the study 
of Paleontology. 
The fossils of i:he stratified rocks are believed to give a his-
tory more or less complete of the life of the world during past ages. 
'Ihere have been meny additions to the collections and knowledge of 
fossils and a great amount of positiv e evidence has been accumulated .. 
The evidence collec~ed has, it is true, added very much positive ev-
idence in support of the general theory, e.nd in many cases science 
now has practic a1 proof of the gradual origin of species . from each 
othe r.42 
MUch of this proof has been developed from a group of fossils 
found from the Silurian age, and are v..ell adapted for pres ervat ion as 
fossils. Their bones are fourrl in abundance in the later formations. 
They are better known and more studied than any other group and it is 
not surprising, therefore, that most of wr advance in PeJ.eontology 
(ancient or fossil life) has been in regard to the vertebrates. 
Another v·ery interesting result of Pel e ob otan y has been the 
growth of the brain in maJTI.me.ls. Marsh gives this his ov.n summary. 
(1) All Tertiary mnmnals had small brains. (2) There was a gradual 
increase in the size of the brain during this period. (3) The in-
crease was mainly confined to the cerebral hemispheres or higher por-
tions of the brain. (4) In some groups the convolutions of the brain 
have gradually become complicated. (5) In some the cerebellum and 
olfactory lobes have d1minished in sizee 'Ihese are very significant 
results when compared to the enormous size of' mmy of the older ani-
mals and the comparative small size of the modern ones. It appears 
that till the time of the appearance of mammals the struggle for ex-
istance had been confir:ed to physical supe riority, but with the be-
ginning of the Tertiary period a new era ensued, resulting in the 
growth of the brain, and from that time the contest has been one of 
intelligencee43 
The fossil history of plants has not been so much studied as 
that of animals, and much less is known about it. Plants are not so 
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easily preserved as anirrals with hard parts. In general. Paleobotany 
(study of plants) offers s orne what the same sort of testimony as that 
concerning the animals. 44 
L. Embryology 
Embryology also takes an imp ortant place in evolution. 
The fundamental principle which underlies all modern research 
in this direction is simply the assumption that the development of th~ 
individual repeats briefly the development of the race: that if sci-
ence could trace perfectly the development of any animal from the egg, 
then science could get an epitomized history of the development of the 
race to mich fue animal in question belongs, through the countless 
ages of the past. 'Ihis gives the student with his microscope and 
section instrument the opportunity of studying in the laboratory the 
pe.st history of animals, of discovering thus the exact blood relation-
ship of animals to each other, am 1:h us explaining most of the an om-
alias of classificati on . In short, if embry ology is a summary of 
past history , it is a key to the pr oblem of t h e orig in of the an-
~nal kingdom as it exists today.45 
M. Blood Tests 
Pre cipitin blood tests shCJI!t a definitely graded relationship 
between living creatures and the procession of types of anirm 1 life 
as is demanded by evolution. 
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Human bl ood is allovve d to clot s.nd the watery portion is drawn 
off and injected into a rabbit . .An anti-toxin is formed that neu-
tralizes the toxic effects of the human bl ood . 'l'his "anti-human ser-
um" may be used as an indicator of blood relationship, when mixed with 
the blood of old world monkeys, but is negligible wit.h. Lemurs. 1J1lhen 
stronger solutions and longer time periods are used on v arious animals 
the reactions establish the same de gree of relationsh ip as is indica-
ted by the theory of evolution in its ascending classifications. The 
blood tests have brought very strong confirmation to the t heory of 
evolution and from an entirely unexpected quarter. This come s as 
near to giving definite demonstration of the theory as science is 
likely to find.46 
.A remarkable similarity is found in the 
manner of development i n d ifferent species of 
the serne general group. The similarity is most 
complete in the earliest stages, so complete 
indeed ti1at prior to a certain stage of devel-
opment, the embryos of the different species 
were indistinguishable from each at her. It is 
also noticed that the hi gher organisms to an 
observable extent recapitulate in their embry-
onic gro~~h the phases of development of their 
several species whic h the evolutionary theory 
hypothecates. These phenomena are most readily 
interpreted and accounted for. from ti1e evolu-
tionary standpoint. 'l'he parallelism between 
the growth of individual organisms and the de-
velopment of species is not indeed complete, 
but this is easily accounted for by the suppo-
sition that the variations which resu 1 t in the 
divergence of species may to some extent modify 
the embryonic stage of gr~ith. The more or 
less defective but recognizable resume of 
earlier natural history which is still dis-
coverable see~~ to declare an ancient pedigree, 
and e. common ancestry for the species which 
are thus shown to be mutually relatedo47 
No Geographical Distribution of AnLmals 
The geographical distribution of animals in the world today is 
another source of collateral evidence as to the evolution of species. 
It is of particular interest, since it was the study of this subject 
which first led Darwin to the theories which have made his name im ... 
mortalo Today it is still the subject of geographical distribution 
which offers some of the most convincing proofs of the modification 
of species, while at the same time, it presents some problems for 
solution. 
It is supposed that animals are exactly adapted to the local-
ities they inhabit, but this is not found to be true. Of c·ourse 
there is some general relation of animals to climate. However there 
are many cases where localities with almost identical physical con-
ditions have utterly different animals and plants.48 
Climate is a factor in regulating distribution, but since like 
habitats may possess unlike fauna and unlike habitats possess like 
fauna, it is evident that the influence of climate is only second-
e.ry.49 
,. 
It is natural that, according to the descent theory allied 
species should inhabit neighboring localities, but that barriers 
limiting ~~e migration of a species must be the limits of the ex-
tension of the species. The th e ory would also require a close re-
lati onship between the present and past inhabitants of any coun-
try.50 
The tendency of the evidence seems to show that mrunmals orig-
inated in Europe or north of Europe and then migrated east, west, 
and souih, finally filling the whole world except ocean islands.51 
All the facts of distribution point to-
ward one fact, that the species of aniroo.ls 
always develop by migrating continuously from 
their centers. Just as the evidence from the 
rocks shows that all organisms have developed 
continuously in time from one age to another, 
so the evidence from distribution shows that 
they have spread by steady advance from a cen-
ter where they originated.52 
o. Development of Man 
The discussion of man's relation to the rest of the organic 
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world has been reserved for special consideration at this time since, 
in many respects, it stands by itself. 
I.t is well at the outset to acknowledge that as far as man's 
bcdy is concerned, there is no valid reason for exempting him from 
an origin such as has been ascribed to the rest of the organic world. 
Man is just as truly a member of th e vertebrate sub-kingdom as is the 
monkey, bone for bone., muscle for muscle, nerve for nerve. It ap-
pears that man does not have a sub-kingdom to himself; he doos not 
belong to a distinct order or even family. He forms simply a genus 
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of primates closely related anatomically to the chimpanzee and goril-
la. The difference between man and the apes is less than between the 
ape and the ordinary monkey. Man has certainly a very large brain, 
but it is contrary to every principle of najrure to found such dis-
tdnction on a single character. 'Ihere are rudiment organs in man 
which are well developed in other vertebrates. If evolution applies 
elsewhere, it applies :te re als o.53 
The oldest human remains which have been found are certainly 
much more like those of the apes than the man of today, particularly 
in the shape of the skull. One point, however, that geology has def-
initely settled is the. t man is a very old animal. Instead of exist-
ing onlya-~few thousand years, there is positive evidence that he has 
lived many, many thousands of years. The intelligence of man has been 
developed through this time. Because of the advance in organization 
higher methc:x:is of defense made their appearance. There has been since 
the Tertiary age a gradual increase in the size of the brain, affect-
ing all mammals. 54 
Man needed no natural weapons, for he manufactured artificial 
ones of more efficiency. Man's body therefore remained little changed 
except in such particulars as relates to his advance in intelligence. 
The continued use of the hand caused it to become more delicate; the 
growth of his brain caused his · skull to increase in size. Bu.t, ex-
cept in a few such features, his body has remained much as it was. 
Meantime, all of the intervening half-intelligent anL'Tlals had become 
exterminated, for this animal had its severest contests with others 
like itself. The advance in intell:lgence from lower animals to man 
has not been a continued one. Up to a very late geological age, when 
hi~er primates appeared, intelligence was a very secondary feature 
in development. After this, intelligence was a primary factor.B!Y 
From this point man made tools and built fires, all brought 
about by his intelligence. Man also learned to connnunicate by using 
language. This also affected his intelligence until man has devel-
oped to what he is today.% 
P. Summary 
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The main ~tem of thought concerning the theory of the develop-
ment of the world through the process of evolution was noted in this 
chapter. 
The definition and natur e of the term "evolution" was consid-
ered. The early thought and establishment of evolution during the 
nineteenth and twentd!e th centuries was also traced. 
Evolutionists have now shown how the world developed from a 
mol wn mass of liquid and flame, burning its way through space; how 
it cooled and the water gathered over the thin, hardening crust cov-
oring the earth until it evolved into its present condition. 
The earth, after ages of cooling and upheavals, finally estab-
lished it self and through intricate and accidental means produced 
life in its most primitive and simple state, slowly developing over 
hundreds of millions of years from the Paleozoic Era till the present 
~uartarnary Period. 
In this chapter problems have been discussed necessary to the 
understanding, proof, and study of evolution, problems such as the 
Immutability of Species, Comparative Anatomy and Rudimentary Organs, 
Pale ontology and Paleob otany, Embryology, Blood tests, the Geograph-
ical Distribution of .Ani1ns.ls, and the Deve lopment of .Man. 
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SKULL AND FACE OF 
THE JAVA MAN (Pithecanthropus erectus) 
TWo-fifths natural size. 
Portion below irregular line 
restor ed. Adapted from McGregor . 
400,000 to 500,000 years old.57 
HOMO HEIDELBERGENSIS 
Skull and face, based upon 
McGregor•.s restoration of the 
skull, the lower jaw only being 
known. TWo-fifths natural size. At 
least 400,000 years old.58 
SKULL AND FACE OF 
MAN (Eoanthropus dawsoni) 
TWo-fifths nat ural size. 
Adapted from McGregor. 
3001 000 to 400,000 years old.59 (this has been proven to be a hoax) 
-~==~ 
SKULL AND FACE 
OF NEANDF.RTAL MAN 
Homo (Paleanthropus) 
neandertalensis. 
TWo-fifths natural · siz~.. Adapted 
from McGregor and Boule.60 
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SKULL A~lD FACE 
F RHODESIAN MAN 
(Homo rhodesiensis) 
TWo-fifths natural size. 
Adapted in part from Woodward.61 
SKULL AND FACE 
OF CRO-MAGNON MAN 
(Homo sapiens) 
'f\vo-fifths natural size. 
Adapted in part from 
McGregor. 25,000 years old.62· 
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CHAPTER III 
THE SCRIPTUP~L DOCTRINE OF CREATION 
Ao Introduction 
Chapter II has presented a purely mechanistic and rre terinlistic 
"world view" .. This view in its primary state takes no account of God. 
God is completely ignored except for some ...,h o believe God is the one 
who started the process called "Evolution". 
This chapter has dealt with the words of Genesis as they relat-
ed to the "creation", presenting several theories e.s to the period of 
tirr:e, and the length of this pericrl. of tirr:e of creationo 
A portion of the chapter is devoted to evidence in the rocks, 
when they are not classified according to the "fossil index" system. 
Here there ar found many startling facts that encourage and fortify 
the Christian thought concerning the 11 creation 11 • 
Be In the Beginning 
It is of interest here, to consider the theories which have 
been set forth by astronomers end physicists in recent times regard-
ing the possible date of the beginning of the universe and the earth. 
Edwin P. Hubble, astronomer of Mt. Wilson Observatory, Pasadena, Cal-
ifornia, estimated the age of the sun at seventy billion year:;. Sir 
James Je ans, the British physicist, gives thirty billion years for 
the age of the ear th. .Albert Einstein estimates it at ten billion 
years. Professor Ernst J. Opik of the Tartu Univers ity Observatory 
in Estonia s ugges ted that the universe was created ru 1 at once three 
bill ion years ago. 
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An examination of thes e suggestions shows a wide variation in 
-the dates advanced fo r the beginning of the univ erse and the earth 
ranging from three to ten to thirty to seventy billion years ago . If 
one should ask an ind ividu al , "What is your age?" and receive the an-
swer, 11 It may be three, or ten, or thirty, or seventy years , 11 one 
would conclud e t he person did not know the exact or sure answer. Like -
wis e , one concludes that when no definite date can be assigned for the 
beginning of the universe, it is sti 11 well to think of fue time of 
creation as a "dateless date". I t may be that God did not state the 
time in nwnbers of y ears because of the possibility that it c ould be 
misunderstood in some periods of the wor l d 's history, arrl would be 
best described for all time, as it he-s been by Divine I nspirati on, in 
the words, "In the beginning ••• " Genesis 1:1.63 
The creation story in the scripture begins, "In the beginning 
God created the heavens and the earth," Genesis 1:1. Beginning of 
what? It was tm beginning of ti rrs o Time is marked by the heavenly 
bodies and befar e the beginning there were no heaven l y bod ies, s ays 
Dr• S. J. Bole in Battlefield ~Faith; therefore, there was no such 
thing as time. With the beginning of a "new heaven and a new earth" 
on the other s ide of the Millenial Kingd om, time onc e a gain shall be 
no more. 
What was there before "the beginning"'? There were four things 
in eternity before the beginning: the Father, the Son, the Holy Spirit, 
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and the eternal plan of the infinite and triune God. "The beginning 
did not make God, but God made the beginning, proving that He existed 
from eternity. tt64 
God created the heavens and the earth. Heaven here refers to 
the physicaL universe; the fixed stars, the planets, satellites, and 
other heavenly bodies. The earth refers to the world, water , land, 
atmosphere, sunshine, plants, and animals. 
How long was God in creation? In a human problem we divide 
the amount of work by the rate of work to find the time. But an in-
finite God has infinite power and an infinite rate of work. The heav-
ens and earth are finite; they have limits an::i bounds. But when any 
finite number is diyided by infinity, the result is zero. 'Ihis would 
mean that the primal creation was instan ta.neous. 
The Hebrew word for create is bara, which means to bring into 
being something which had not yet existed. This is that greatest mir-
acle of creation. 65 
The date of the creation of the universe is a.11 entirely dif-
ferent question from the date of the creation of man. The universe 
may have been created shortly before the creation of man (about four 
thousand to eight thousand B. C.), or long before, depending on \math-
er or not a long period of time is involved in the first two verses 
of Genesis and ·whefuer or not "the days of creation were twenty-four 
hours or long periods of time. 
C. Theories of the Beginning 
Dr. Joseph P. Free states that there are three main views con-
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cerning the creation of the world. The first theory is that the o-
riginal crea.ti an of the universe and the earth is des cribed in Genesis 
1:1, 11 In the begi nning God created the h eave ns an:l the earth. 11 Th en 
a period of t ime followed during vvhich "the earth was without form 
and void ." (Hebrew, "the earth was desolate an::l. waste,") Genesis 1:2a. 
This period of time may have b een of ~~y length, from a few thousand 
to a few million years, arri c au l d includ e t he geological ages observed 
in the earth 1 s surface. .Accordin g to this theory t he fall of the an-
gels may have occurred, "For if God spared not the angels that sinned , 
but cast t h6Ul down to hell, and delivered them into chains of darkness , 
to be reserved unto judgment ; 11 II Peter 2:4, "And tr.e angels which 
kept not treir first estate , but left the ir own habitat i on , he hath 
reserved i n everlas t ing ch.ai ns under darkness unto the judgment of the 
great day. 11 J ude 6 . The fa ll of Satan may also have occur red then . 
These are scriptures that are used by those that hold to this theory 
to support their claim. 
How are thou fall en f rom heaven , 0 Lucifer, 
son of t.he morning! how art thou cut do n to 
the ground, which didst wea ken t he nations ! 
For thou has t said i n thine heart, I will 
ascend into heaven, I will exal t my throne 
above the s tars of God : I will sit a l so upon 
the mount of the congregation , i n t he s id es 
of the n orth: I will ascend above the heigh ts 
of the clouds; I will be li ke the most High . 
Ise.iah 14: 12- 14. 
Thou hast been in Eden t he garden of God; 
every precious stone was thy covering, the 
sardius, t opa z, and the di em ond, the beryl, 
the onyx, and the j asper, fu e sapphire, th e 
emerald, and the carbu ncle, andgold~ the 
workmanship of thy tabrets and of thy pipes 
was pr epared in thee in the day that thou 
was creat ed. Thou art the anointed cherub 
that covereth; and I have set thee so: thou 
wa s upon the ho ly mountain of God; t hou hast 
wa lked up and down in the midst of the stones 
of fire. 'I'h ou was perfect in thy vvay s from 
the day that thcu wast created , ti l l iniquity 
was found in thee • • • thou hast sinned: -there-
fore I ·Nill cast thee as profane out of the 
mount ain of god ••• Ezekiel 28~13-16 . 
And again God said: 
Thou has t said in thine heart , I will ascend 
into heaven, I will exalt my -throne above the 
stars of God • • • I ·wi ll ascend above the heights 
of the clouds: I wi 11 be like t he most High . 
Yet thou shal t be brought down t o hell, to 
the sides of the pit. Isaiah 14:13 - 15. 
It is possible that Satan and the angels were created by God 
and used by Him to care for the earth befcr e their fall. From -these 
passages it se ems that Sat en wan t ed to be God . Acc ording to this the -
ory Satan and the angels tmt fell revolted, and God had to cast them 
out . From what were they cast out? Not from the ea r t h be cause they 
are st'll he r e, bu ·t; f rom Ed -n , llie Gard en of Go , f r om the rule rship 
of t he earth and the fell ows hip of God. T'nose holding to this thee ry 
say that i t should be kept in mind that the Garden of God is not the 
same as the garden eastward in Eden, "And i:h e Lord Go:i planted a gar-
den eastward i n Eden; and there he put the man vb om he had formed . " 
Genes i s 2 : 8 , where Adam was placed. Their geographical loc ation may 
or may not have been the same , but t hey a r e separated by an unknown 
period of time. The judgment of Satan and the .Angels t hat revolted 
with him, i t i s sa i d , must h ave affe c ted the earth greatly for fue 
e arth was waste and void and darkness was upon the face of the deep e 
A"f t er -this catacly smic period , the putting of the world in or-
der is des c ribed in Genesis l!2b- 10. After this began the reconstruc-
tion of t h e chaot i c world . ".And the Spirit of God moved upon the face 
of the waters , and God said, Let there be light: and t.~ere was light." 
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The succeeding creative acts may have taken place i n six days of twen-
ty-four hours each and included fue creat ion of p lants, e.nimal s , and 
rr_a n. It is possible fue,t the period of reconstruction was not the be-
ginning of light, Dr. Bole states, for the fossil plants and animals 
in the rocky layers of the earth bear witness of countless years of 
sunshine prior to this time. It seems during this ti me of chaotic 
condition tret both the water and the atmosphere ·were thro\v!l into 
c onfusion, which result e d in darkne ss. 
This chaotic condition probably did not l as t long nor did the 
a.11 gry waves wash a 11 over the land very long . 
In th3 original creation God did n o t command for the re was no 
opposi t ion. He spoke, and the w.aterials for a universe ce.J11e into be-
ing. But Sat an arrl ihe fallen angels had power and infl t-.'9n ce i n the 
prims. l earth ( an d still have), so God had to make cormne.nds in the 
restoration . Each of Hi s thirteen comrre.nds begins with the word "let'!, 
and they are as follows : 
Let there be light. (verse 3) 
Let there be a firmament in the mids t of the 
waters. (verse 6) 
Le t it divide the waters fr om the waters. (vers e 6 ) 
Let the waters be gathered unto one p lace. (ve rse 9) 
L€t the dry land appear. (vers e 9) 
Let the earth bri ng forth grass, herbs and fruit 
trees. (verse 11) 
Let th ere be lights to divide the day from fue 
night. (verse J4) 
Let them be for signs, seasons, days and years. 
(verse 14) 
Le t them give light upon tre earth. (verse 15) 
Let the waters brin g forth moving creatures and 
fatd . (verse 20) 
Let the earth bring forth cattle, creeping things 
and beasts. (verse 24) 
Le t us :make man after our image. (vers e 26) 
Let them have dominion aver the fish~6 fov.rl, cattle, s.n d every cre eping thing. (vers e 26 ) 
The pericd of time between fue first two verses of Genesis is 
call ed fue interval. 
Fossil remains seem to i ndicate preadsrnite ages of sin, for 
they may be proved to be the relics, not of the "Six Days", but of 
far earlier creations. The fossils show that not only we re disease 
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and dea fu insepar a.ble companions of sin, vJhich was then prevalent a-
rrong the living creatures of the earth, but even ferocity am slaugh-
ter. And the fact proves that fuese remains have nothing to do Yrith 
our world, si nee the Bible decleres that all ih in gs made by God during 
the ''Six Days 11 we re very good , and the. t no evil was in them until 
.Adam sinned. It was througp the fall that the ground was cursed. 67 
Accordi ng to me second theory, the days of Genesis were long 
periods of t:i. me, perhaps corresponding to the various geological ages . 
This is referred to as t he 11 day -age 11 theory. It is said that this 
view was held b y Josephus, the Jewish historian of t he firs t century 
A. D., bJr many rabbis, and by some early Cr:ristian fathers, including 
Irenaeus (secor!d century), Origen (third century), and Augustine 
(fourth century). Bible believers who hold this view toda-~J are not 
necessarily theistic evolutionists, inasmuch as th e latter usually 
hold. that God used evolution as a mear2s of finally producing man, 
and they often attempt to fit the evolutionary process into the crea-
tive days of Genesis., On the contrary , most Bible believers who hold 
the view that the days of Gene sis are long periods of tirre reje ct the 
theory of evolution. 
According t o the third view, the creation of the earth was fol-
lowed immediately or Bt leas t very soon by the c reation of plants, an-
imals, and man during creative days of twenty-four hours. This view 
places the creation of the universe an:l the earth, as well as man and 
animal life, all within the period since four thousand B. C., or a 
little before . Other factc:r s which are presented in support of this 
-theory that point to the possibility of a period of time between the 
creation of the e arth a_'Yld the creation of man are: 1. In warning Is-
rs.el of God's judgment on backsliding, the pr ophe t Jeremiah presented 
his vis ion of the earth e,s being "without form and voidn, Jeremiah 
4:23, using t he same Hebrew words as tho se applied to the earth in 
Genesis 1:2. Jeremiah was apparently led to think back to the deso-
lation of the earth before the creation of man and compare it with the 
cataclysmic state which would result if God's judgment should fall on 
unrepentant Israel. This use of the very same words could point to a 
cataclysmic pericd in Genesis 1:2, v1hich perhaps succeeded the sinning 
of the angels and Satan, verse 2. The geologic a ges seem to give ev·-
idence of a p~ri cd longer than e. few thousand years . I n some areas 
severa l petrified forests have been found superimposed on one another. 
God could have created them this way , but it is possible that He per-
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mit ted them to be formed over a long period of t ime. See page 45e 
The date of the crea.ti on of man probably falls in the period 
bet·ween four thOUS8-'1d and eight thou sand B. c.# or possibly earlier, 
ani tm creation of the world and the universe may have taken place 
any time befor e that, possibly immedia t=ly before, but more likely 
some time before, if there is a long period of time involved in Gene-
sis 1:1, 2. 'The Bible does not indicate the date of the creation of 
the universe; it has been referred to as 11 the dateless date".7° 
Destructive critics have much to say about the two accounts of 
creation given in the early chapters of Genesis. The great English 
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SUGGESTED HARMO!\lY OF GENESIS AND GEOLOGY 
EVENTS NOTED GEOLOGICAL GEOLOGICAL 
IN SCRIPI'URE DEVELOPMENT TIMETABLE 
The heavens Matter, the Cosmic Era 
and earth univer se, 
light, Earth and 
succession ~f 
t~ther planets. 
Mists sur- Azoic 
day and night r ounding earth 
(Gen. 1:1-.5) oceans in 
atmospher e. 
Firmament waters begin 
~expanse} -l.c to collect, 
Gen. 1:6-8 ) clouds and 
oceans. 
--The earth out Continental Ar chaeo-
of the sea. shields and zoic Era 
start of 
gradation. 
Beginni ng of Algae and lfrotero-
plant life, other plant zoic Era 
(Gen. 1:9-13) forms. 
Luminaries condensation 
made to · breaks clouds. 
appear. (Gen. Sources of 
1:14-19) light seen 
from surface. 
sea brings L7lver tebrate Paleozoic 
forth: Moving life of all Era. cam-
creatures .;:- 1d.rds~ Fish brian, De-
Flying crea- and various vonian, 
tures * sea types. N'!l-= Carbon-
monsters * phibia and iferous. 
Animal life insects. 
of all kinds 
(Gen. 1:20-23) Reptiles-Land, 
sea, air. 
Cattle~~ Creep- Mammals of the cenozoic 
ers * Beasts land, sea, air Era 
of the eartl! .,~ TrUe birds. 
Man* (Gen. 1 : 
2h-31). 
The Sabbath No notable new Fsychozo~c 
r est 
1-·3 ). 
{Gen. 2: forms. Era 
~~For explanatory note see NOTES at 
right of cha~ct . NOTE -compare with 
1 1 ,... t geo og~ca vhar on page 
NOTES ON CHART AT LEFT 
FTilMAMENT-Hebr ew 11raquia." 
Means stretched out, an ex-
pans e. coald not be soli d, 
for in Gen. 1:20 birds are 
flying through it. Signi-
fies open atmosphere between 
the heavy unbroken cloud la~ 
ers above and waters beneath 
MOVING CREATURES-Hebrew 
11nephesh chayyah." Same in 
Hebrew with 11 living creature 
in vs. 21$ 24, and with !!liv 
!! 
ing soul11 in chapter 2:7. 
Idea of movement is derived 
from the Hebrew 11 sheretsn 
which has the signi£icance o f 
swarms, or (swarms of). Thi s 
e is in harmony with the natur 
of life in the Cambrian and 
other earlier Paleozoic 
!periods. 
FOWL-Hebrew 11 oph.tr Has the 
significance of "that which 
covereth with wings," a fly-
ing creature. could signify 
any other flyer such as r ep-
tiles or mammals. 
WHALEB-Literaffy sea monster s . 
Hebrew "hattanni nim."~~ De-
scr iptive of the great rep-
tilian and elasmobranch f orm s 
in the sea. 
LIVING CREATURES-See 11Mov:mg 
creatures" above. Signifies 
breathing creatures, or that 
which has breath of life. 
CATTLE-Hebrew 11beliemali.n A rry 
large quadrupedal animal of 
the mammalian type. Some-
times in the plural, specifi 
cally the hippopotann1s. 
CREEPF~S-From the Henrew 
nramas" which s i gnifies nto 
creep, crawl, or glide 
swiftly." can be used of a 
reptile, or other animals 
that crawl, or move rapidly 
vtith verY shor t steps. 
BEASTS OF THE EARTH-In t he 
mind of Hebrews, mammalian 
organisms of t he nondomestic 
type. 
Bible scholar, J a.me s Orr, expla i ns this e.s follows: 
The two narratives are in no we:y parallel. The 
first gives an orderly account of the creation 
of heaven end earth; t~n.e second is ·not .::.n strict-
ness, an account of the creation at all, but has 
for its ob j ect to shov; how rr'E.n was dealt vd th by 
God at his creation, how· the hel pmeet was prov~a­
ed for him, and the whol71ma teri al is groupe d from this point of view. 
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The second narrat i ve a ls o describes the nature and location of 
man's surroundings (Eden), records the test of obedience (not to eat 
of the tree of knowledge of good a nd evi l), and relates the details 
of the creation of Eve , Genesis 1:21,22. The two sections are not 
contradictory nor di vergent , but the second supplements the f irs t , 
and together they form an overal l view of t he broad s weep of crea-
tion, along with t h e essential details . 
In any modern book vmich gives a running narrative, one may 
find that a particular chapter will refer t o a certain character in 
a passing remark, whil e a succeeding chapter will take up that char-
s.c ter and give further dete.ils conc erning him. The t wo chapters e.r e 
written by the same auth or, and are not contradi c tory but supplemen-
tary. In just such a wey- , Genesis chapter two elaborates and sup-
plements Gene sis chapter one . I f one wishes to sec the unity of the 
first chap ters of Gene sis, let h i m read Genesis one and then skip to 
Genesis tlree; he ·will notice that the preparation fo r Genesis three 
is lac king . Or let the :reader begin with cr..apter two. :t e will f i nd 
that many essentials are missing, which are giv en on l y in Gtmesis 
one . Genesis one i s obvi ously an integral and es s entia l part of the 
whole record of creation. Oswald T. Allis, fonnerly professor at 
Princeton Theologi cal Seminary un t il 1929 , has made a r ecent s -tu dy 
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showing the Mosaic au t h orship., the unity, and th e validity of Genesis 
and the other books of the Pentateuch in his volume, The Five Books 
of Moses (.AFBM). 72 
It see!J1..s that a reasonable literal interpretation of the Bible 
does not give as much justi fication · to an acceptance of the ttde.y-age " 
theory of creation as to the tvre nty-f our hou r day the cry, though one 
recognizes the. t the day-~ge theory can be and often i s held by a 
Bible believer who is true to the fundamentals of the faith. It is 
a principle of literal interpretation to take a word in its usual 
sense unless there is defini t e evidence to show that i t is used fig-
uratively . Until re.the r conclusive evidence to the c on trary is forth-
coming, we prefer to take the day s of Ge:o.esis as literal twenty-four 
ha.;r days be c ause: 1 . This is the natural and usual use of the word. 
2 . The delimiting of the day b y "morning and evening 11 , Genesis 1: 5, 
8, 13 , etc. would poi nt to a literal day . (H~ldars of the day- age 
theory point out that "morning and evening" may be figurative also, 
indicating the beginning and the end of an era, but this usage wou Jd 
seem a littl e strained in the light of the context.) 3. The reference 
to the sabbath day in the Ten Corrunandments refers to the s i x creat i ve 
days and the seventh day of God's rest in such a way as to imply lit-
eral twenty-four hour days, Exodus 20:11 . 73 
If the interval theory is accepted vvi th the twenty-four hour 
days , then following the interval there must b e a return to the ruined 
earth , the condition of which only c onje c ture can be made from what 
is told of the six days of r e storation. The destruction of the pre-
adamite world seems to have been caus ed by tremend ous convulsions, 
and also by a glacial perial conseque nt on the extincti on of t he sun. 
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The earth wa.s inundated with the ocean waters; its sun had been ex-
tinguished; the star were no longer seen above it; its clouds and 
atmosphere , having no attractive force to keep them in suspension , 
had descended in moisture to be found in the whole planet. 11 And ev-
ery plant of the field before it was in the earth, and every herb of 
the fie ld before it grew: for the Lord God had not caused it to rain 
upon tre eerth, and there was not a man to till the ground, 11 Genesis 
Now the withdrawal of the sun 1 s influenc e had probab ly occa-
sioned tha t glacial period, tm vestiges of whic h , as geologists tell 
us, are plainly distinguishable at the clos e of the Tertiary Age. 
And the same caus e will also account for the mingling of the wat ers 
that were above the firmament with thos e that were bel0"\·'1 '.1. l u . Both 
effects are we 11 illustrated by the fo ll cw ing extract from one of 
Herschel's "Familiar Lectures on Scientific Subjects". 
In thr ee days from the extinction of the 
sun there would, in all probability, not be e. 
ves ti ge cf animal or vegetable life on t he 
globe; unless it were among deep-sea fishes 
and the subterre.ne an inhabitants of the great 
limes tone caves. 'Ibe first fo rtJ• -eight hours 
would suffice to precipitate every at om of 
moisture from the air in deluges of rain and 
piles of snow1 and from that moment wou ld set 
in a univers a l frost such as Siberia or the 
highest peak of the Himalayas never felt, a 
temperature of betwe en two and three hundred 
degrees be low the zero of our thermome ters ••• 
No animal or veg~etable could resist such a 
frost for an hour, any more than i t
4
could 
live for an hour in boiling water.7 
From this description may be seen some of the ruin vm ich befell 
the preadamite world. Of its mai n features there is a graphic portray-
al in a. grand passage of Job, in 'Ah ich the folly of contending with God 
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is enfor ced by supposed reference to Sa t an's rebellion and its c onse -
quences. 
Th e wise in heart and mighty i n strength , who 
hath defie d Him, and rew~ i n ed unhurt? Who dis-
p laceth mountains , and they know not tha. t He 
has overturned them in His wr a th; "Who maketh 
t he earth to tremble out of her p l ace , so that 
her pillars rock to and fro; who commandeth 
the sun , and it r is eth not, and seal eth up the 
stars. J ob 9 ;4- 7 . 
The terrific c onvulsions by which the earth was shattered and 
destroyed are a lrr..o s t p laced before our eye s i n this subJ.ime de s cr ip-
tion ; while the suddenness of the catas trophe is 1.rividly pr e s ented 
by th e poetic concepti on that the mountai ns were overtur ne d efore 
they were aware of it . Th.e extinction of the sun is plainly indi-
cated, e.nd a ls o the vei ling of the s tars, so that t he thick darkness 
was r e lieved not even by their scan ty lights. Job 9:4-7. I n the 
following vers es (8- 10) the patriarch alludes to the r e construction 
of. the Six Days . 
Who a lone spreade t h out the heavens , and tread-
eth upon the hei ght s of the sea; who maketh the 
bear, Ori on , a nd the Ple iades, and the chamber s 
of the south; who doeth great t hings p as t fi nd -
ing out , and marve ll ous -things withou t number . 
Job 9;8-10 
Here , sinc e t he spreading out of th e heavens evidently refers 
to the work of the Second Day , it may be , cla i ms G. H. Pembe r , that 
"the hei ghts of the sea" are the wat ers above the firmarr,ent . The 
mention of the cons t e llations points to th e revers al of God 1 s pre-
vi ous action in s eal.ing up the s tar s.75 
How long the glacial perioli c ontinue d it is impossible even 
to co n jecture ; but in "dw scene which t he second ver s es of Gene sis 
pr es ents , i t i s possib le , acc or d ing to this theory , t hat the ice wa s 
broken up, perhaps through some developn"Bnt of' the ee.r t h's internal 
heat, which in its c onvuls:i.ve struggles may also have dis ple.ced the 
bed of the ocean. Thus the wh ole globe was covered with wat er , on 
the sur face of which the Spirit of God we.s already brooding. 76 
'This conjectur e me,y derive a littl e s upp ort from the foll01n-
ing consideration. 
The heat increases as we des c end into the e arfu, and hen ce 
many scientific men have held that the interior of our globe is a 
reservoir of liquid fire . With this opinion the Scriptures are in 
accord; for in Revelation 9:2, when the well or shaft of the ll.bys s 
is ope ned, a smoke like the smoke of a furnace pours forth so co-
pious l y that tl1 e sun and air are da rkened by it. Such a descrip-
tion i ncline s us also to prefer ·the translat ion of II Peter 3:7, 
which makes t he Apostl~ sp eak of the earth a s "stored with fire 11 • 
1\rrl pe rhaps the con text of the expression suggests that, just as 
God broke up the f oundations of the great deep t o cause the Deluge, 
so will He command His stored fires to burst through the crust of 
fue earth f or its future destruction c A heat vrill then be developed 
so intense as to fuse the very elements ., or materials of which the 
crust is composed. Nor wi 11 this be a new thing; ih e c ondition of 
the non-fossi li{erous strata seems to point to tre occurrence of a 
similar c atastrophe in former ages. 
May not fuen., argues G. H . Perrb er, man conce ive some deve l-
opment of t hese internal fires, comparati vely slight but sufficien t 
to melt the ice wifu which the e a rt.'l was covered? In s ome l ocalitie s 
of volcanic Italy the soil is fcund to be qu ite warm, and the news-
p apers have g iven accounts of a tract of land i n Germany wh ich had 
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became so heated by subterr~n e an fire that tropical plants were grow-
ing upon it.17 
Then , startling the deep silence and pealing over the black 
floods of ruin, was heard i:he thunder of the voice of the Almighty, 
and the command went forth , ''Light be". Instantly it flashed from 
the womb of darkness, and illumined the rolling globe; but only to 
reveal an crverspreading waste of waters.78 
D. The Reconstruction 
The main events of the creative days may be easily summarized 
as follows: 
First day - Light Four~h day - Light bearers 
Second day - Firmammt Fifth day - Marine arrl aerial life 
Third day - Dry land Sixth day - Land animals and man. 
Th.ere was an orderly progression in the process of creation. 
The light of the first day corresponds to the light bearers of the 
fourth day; the firmament is established on the second day, and the 
life which peoples the firmament is brought forth on the fifth; the 
dry land was made to emerge on the third day, and the chief inhabi-
tants of the dry larrl were created on the sixth. 
The First Day. On the first day, God spoke and there was 
light, Genesis 1=3· Skeptics like Voltaire have inquired, "How could 
there be light before there was any sun'?" Modern science has shoTm 
the existence of light apart from the sun, as in the case of phosphor-
escence and the phenomena of the .Aurora Borealis (northern lights) . 
Furthermore, the sun could have been created in the creative activity 
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in Genesis 1:1 and 2, and could have already been in existence before 
the first day, or during the first day. Sir James Jeans , the British 
physicist, referring to tha words of Genesis which give the explana-
tion of the origin of light, said, "The ?hole story of' its creation 
can be told with perfect accuracy and completeness in six words, ' God 
said , Let there be light. '"79 
The Aurora Boreal is seems to be powerful only ... •.hen the sun is 
weak, for its most brilliant displays are restricted to the long 
nights of' ihe cold north. In more southern climes its appearance is 
rare, ar:d its development comparatively incomplete, but it is more 
frequent and vivid at those periods, recurring every eleventh year, 
when the spots on the sun are larger and more numerous, and th3 solar 
power is consequently diminished. It would -thus almost seem that the 
sun absorbs this light and afterwards diffuses it in a modified form. 
On the purely terrestrial origin of the Aurora Borealis, Humboldt 
makes the following interesting remarks. 
This phenomenon derives the greater part 
of its importame from the fact that the earth 
becomes self-luminous, and that a planet, be-
sides the light which it receives from the cen-
tral body, the sun, it shows itself capable in 
itself of developing light. The intensity of 
the terrestrial light, or rather the luminosity 
which is diffused, exceeds, in some cases of 
the brightest coloured radiation towards the 
zenith, the light of the moon in its first 
quarter, occasionally as on the seventh of 
January, 1831. Uninterrupted development of' 
light in ihe earth leads us by analogy to the 
remarkable proces·s axhibited in Venus. The 
portion of this planet which is not illumined 
by the sun often shines with a phosphorescent 
light of its own. It is not improbable that 
the moon, Jupiter, and the comets, shine with 
an independent light, besides the reflected 
solar light visible through the polariscope. 
Without speaking of the problematical but yet 
ordinary merle in v.hioh the sky is illuminated , 
when a low cloud w.ay be seen to shine with an 
uninterrupted flickering light for many minutes 
together , we sti 11 meet other instances of ter-
restrial devel opment of light in our atmosphere. 
In this category we may reckon the celebrated 
luminous mists seen in 1783 and 1831; the steady 
luminous appearance exhibited without any flick-
ering in great clouds observed by Rozi er and 
Beccoris; and lastly, as Arago well remarks, the 
faint diffused light which guides the steps of 
the traveller in cloudy, star less , and moonless 
nights in autumn and winter, even when there is 
no snow on the ground.so 
This "light" of the First Day must be carefully distinguished 
from the "light-holders" of the Fourth, since the word. used conveys 
in itself no idea of concentration of locality. Nevertheless the 
light must have been confined to one side of the planet, for we are 
told that God at once divided between the light and th e darkness , 
and the. t the al tarnation of day and night immediately commenced. 
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In past times infidels have scoffed at the idea of light being 
called into existence independently of the sun. And certainly it does 
not seem difficult to conceive 'that Moses could have anticipated sci-
en ce by so many centuries except upon the one supposition that he was 
instructed by the Spirit of God, Who is not circumscribed by the lim-
its of human knowledge. But now science has discovered that the sun 
is not the only source of light; but that the earth itself, and at 
least one other planet in our system , may under certain conditions 
become self luminous.81 
The fact, then, that at a time when terrestrial luminosity 
was probably unknown, Moses spoke of the existence of light without 
sun, is a strong proof of the divine scurce of his knowledge. For 
though 'the Bible gives no information by which s cie nee is likely to 
be advanced, yet it does here and there drop mysterious utterances, 
the truih of one af'ter another of 'Which is discovered as scientific 
men become better acquainted with the laws of the universe. 82 
We next cb serve that God called the light day and the darkness 
night, and tmt the evening and the morning were the First Day. Now 
in order to verify certain systems of interpretation, attempts have 
been made to shmv that in this chapter a day must be understood to 
signify an age. 
According to the proponents of this theory, the word "day" is 
sometimes used of prolonged periods, as in the expression "the day of 
temptation in the wilderness," and many others. Those holding to this 
theory say that vmenever a numeral is connected with it, the meaning 
is at once restricted thereby, and it can only be used in its literal 
acceptatimn of the time which the earth takes to make one revolution 
upon its axis. It is therefore cle.ar, according to this theory, that 
we must understand the Six Days to be six periods of twenty-four hours 
each. 
But still further, these days are mentioned as comprising an 
evening and a morning, as being ne.de up of day end night. Here, then, 
is another warning against the figurative interpretation, which we 
must carefully avoid lest we expose ourselves to attacks. 
It is evident that the theory that a day means an age of im-
mense geological period might be made to yield some rather strange 
results. Wnat becomes of the evening and morning of which each day 
is said to have cons is ted? Was each geologic age divided into two 
long intervals, one all darkness, the other all light? And if so, 
v1hat became of the plants and trees created in the third day or per-
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iod, when the evening of the fourth day, the evenings be it observed, 
pr ecede the morning, set in? They mus·t have passed through half a 
seculum of total darknes s , not even cheered by that dim light which 
the sun , not yet completely manifested, supplied on the morning of 
the third day. Such an ordeal wculd have completely destroyed the 
whole vegetable creation, and J'9t it did survive an:l. was appo i nted on 
the Sixth Day as the food of m!ln and animals. In fact, it is neces-
sary only to substitute tm word period f'or ds;y in the Mosaic narra-
tive to Imke it very apparent ihat the writer at least had no such 
meaning, nor could he have conveyed any such meaning to those who 
first heard the p_cc·ount read. 83 
In the beginning force was created, fuere fore the commend, 
"Let there be light" does not indicate fue absolute bringing forth 
of a new creature, but rather that it is a new form of function of 
sore existing creature or condition. 
It is not probable that light is a new form of matter, but 
that it is a function of force, for matter, even when endowed with 
great force, is not appreciably increased in weight, neither doss 
a ray of light impinging upon a rr.ass of matter seem to increase its 
weight. Therefore, the indications are that light is a new form or 
function of force, inasmuch as both are with out apparent weight and 
hence exist as intangible essences or conditions, and yet are crea-
tures. It must also be considered that, thus far, but two created 
states or conditions are manti oned, force and matter, that is (verse 
one ) the heaven and the earth, upon which the vitality of the whole 
crea t:i v e system is based. 
" .And God saw the light_, ihat it was good; and God divided the 
light from the darkness." In the division here :mentioned the great 
law is indicated that light should traverse in straight lines , where-
by the line of demarcation between light and darkness would become 
unmistakably manifest. If light be considered as a correlative or 
function of farce, and if in one of its visible properties it projects 
or produces itself in straight lines, the ccmdition may be c onsidered 
as an indication that 1his property also appertains to force itself 
and to all its invisible correlatives, a mnifest confirmative of 
whidl is fa.u:rl in ihe radiation of heat, in the natural growth of 
plants, in the free electric path, as well as in the line of damar-
cation between light and sh ada. 
"And God called the lif91t day, and fue darkness he called 
night. And the evening and the morning were the first dey ."84 
~Second D~. On the next day, says G. H. Pember in his 
book Earth's Earliest Ages , a second c~~and went forth , and in obe-
dience to it a movement commenced among the waters. At the word of 
God the firmament, or atmosphere, was formed; and by its insertion 
the waters which float above the earth were again raised to their 
own place, and separated from those which are upon the earth. 
There is, however, in the account of t his day's work, an 
omission Which is probably si gnificant, for the usual conclusion, 
"And God saw that it was good," is in this case left out. G. H. 
Pember's explanation for this omission is as follows: 
May not th!l withholding of God's 
approval be a hint of the immediate oc-
cupation of the firmament by demons, 
those indeed, v.hich are its present in-
habitants? Since they were oomerned 
in the fall of man, they must have speed-
ily appeared in the newly-formed atmos -
phere. May they not, therefore, h~e been 
imprisoned in the deep, and he. vi ng found 
some way of escape at the lifting up of 
the l'taters, have swarrred into the domini en 
of the air, of which their leader is prince. 
In this case the firmament might have been 
teeming with them before the close of 1he 
Second Day, and we need not wonder that God 
refused to pronounce their kingdom goro.85 
The word firmrumnt seems to imply that the Bible writer oon-
ceived of the sky as a so lid vault, "something finn", in mich the 
57 
sun, moon, and stars are fixed like light bulbs. The liberal writer, 
Skinner, held ihat 1h is was the unsoientifi c view of the ancient He-
brew writers. He said, "the firma.'lllent is the dome of heaven, which 
to the ancients was no optical illusion, but a material structure ••• " 
A further analysis gives us the answer to the charge that the Bible 
is unscientific in this regard. The word "firmament" is a mistrans-
lation due to the false astronomy of the Greeks of the third century 
B. c., who believed that the sky was a solid crystalline sphere. 
Hence, the Hebrew word "rakia" was rendered "stereoma" in the Greek 
translation of the Old Testament. Then whEn Jerome translated the 
Old Testament into Latin., he used 'the Latin word firmamentum, which 
in turn was rendered by the English word firma.'lte nt in our King James 
translation. The original word in the Hebrew, 11rakia 11 , does not have 
the idea of something "firm" but colD9s from a root meaning that which 
is stretched out, attenuated, or extended, and is best translated "ex-
panse". It perfectly describes the ex~ nse of the a imosphere of our 
earth, and is correctly noted in the footnote of the American Revised 
Version. In sununary, the word firmarrent is a faulty translation a-
rising from the false science of the third century B. c., and incor-
reotly translates the original word. Hart-Davies well comments, 
Thus what has been frequently exhibited as a 
blunder in the Biblical narre.ti ve proves to 
be the product of a mistake in the realm of 
science; or, shall we say, a misguided attempt 
on the part of the modernists of bv'o thousand 
years ago to "restate" tgg ancient faith in 
terms of modern thought? 
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The second day of the creation indicates the division of me.t-
ter. The division of matter involves motion, and motion involves 
force; therefore it follows the. t this division was accomplished by 
force, which force, by the text, is called the firmament or heaven. 
According to verse one, the heaven was created in the beginning or 
in the first day, hence it does not follow the. t the firme.ment is an 
absolutely new creation of the second day, but that in the second 
day, some function of force acted upon matter whereby it became di-
vided, and that fuis particular condition or correlation of force was 
developed in the second day. Then the earth was placed in space, 
space being e. void or an emptiness; hence the connnand, "Let there be 
a firmament in the midst of the waters," indicates a new working form 
of force, the firmament being neither ~pace nor matter. 
At this stage of the creation matter seems to exist in a fluid 
state, that is, its atoms are not in actual contact, they being kept 
asunder by some form of force. Hence it follows from the command that 
large masses of matter in e. fluid or mobile state took up new positions, 
separate and independent the one from ihe ofue r, wj i:h-out regard to in-
tervening space, and l'lere governed in such positions by the strength of 
the f or ces involved. It becorre s rre.nifest that tr.e separating force must 
be checked by a counterfcroe, when any desired position of matter is 
reached, that force itself' may not become a dead function. Thi s ooun-
terforce is recognize.ble in the attraction of gravity or the mutual 
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attraction existit1g between two bodies of matter. The separation of 
aggregate matter, et this time, into detached message may be consid-
ered confirmative evide nce that the primary motion of matter was that 
of revolution ab0ut an axis; but by the text, the separation of aggre-
gate matter into detached masses was accomplished during the second 
day • 87 
The Third Day. On the third day, Gad ceu s e d the waters of the 
Ge.rth to be gathered together, perhaps by the depressing of low ple.ces 
and by the elevation of solid ground. The ee.rth was not ready for 
vegetation and God se. id, "Let the eari:h bring forth grass ••• herb ••• 
fruit tree ••• " Ganes is 1:11. 
The voice of the La-d was again heard, and in q•.J.ick response 
the whole planet resounded Vfith the roar of rushing floo:'l.s as they 
hastened from the dry land into t he receptacles prepared for them, and 
revealed the mountains and ve.L!e ys of the earth. This grand movement 
is thus described in tte hundred and fourth Psalm. 
He established the earth upon the foundations 
thereof, that it should not be moved for ever 
and ever. With tl::e deep as with a. garment i:h ou 
didst cover it, above the mounta:iJls did the 
waters stand. At thy rebuke they fled, at the 
voice of thy thunder they hasted a~y, the 
mountains rose, the valleys sank, to the place 
which thou hadst established for them.. Thou 
has set them a bound which they cannot pass~ 
that ti1ey -turn not again t0 cover the earth. 8 
In this passage we find a. strong confirmation of the vi ew that 
has been adoptede For while the deep is represented as spread aver 
everything, the mountains togeiher, of course, with all their fossil 
enclosures, are mentioned as already existing beneath it. They had 
evidently been fcrn:.ad long before the Third Day. And in strict ac-
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corde.nce vdth this fact is God's cotnm9.nd, "Let the dry land appear," 
or more literally, 11ba seen", not, "Let it come into existence. 11 The 
words, 11 the mountains rose, the valleys sank," are a parenthesis and 
describe, of course, or they would conflict with the statement in the 
sixth verse, the ge~ral effect of the scene to a spectator as the 
waters subsided to ihe ir proper level. 
On the sam.e day the word af God went forth a second time, and 
the now liberated soil began to cover itself with a garment of vege-
tation, the fresh verdure of v.h ich was diversified \\1 th the hues of 
countless fl Ol\rers. 89 
The command, "Let the v1aters be gathered together and the dry 
land appear, 11 is said to involve the institution and development of 
the great field of chemical s.ffinities vmich is but another condition, 
state, function, or correlation of force, and force was called in the 
beginning. By its action diverse atoms rapidly approached each othe r, 
and clashing together, reacted in huge bodies, some solid, some li-
quid, some gaseous. These in turn acted and reacted upon each other 
for ages, evolving great heat, and with a violence inconceivable, un-
til a chemical equilibrium was partially established, e.t which time 
the command for the dry land to appear and for the waters to be gath-
e red together became an established fact. These particule.r lmters 
are now called seas and the dry land is called earth, but the waters 
spoken of at the first evidently expressed the original existing flow-
ing c ondi ti on of aggregate rna tte r, even as the waters of the present 
day express a flov.ring condition , but with a different den sityo 
11 And God sa2'd. 1 t th J..t. b · f th th h b i 1 A • .e e ear 1.u r2ng or grass, e er y e d-
ing seed, and the fruit tree yielding fruit after his kind, Whose seed 
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is in itself, upon the earth: and it was so. 11 
In the evening of' this, the third day, the substance of the 
earth was gai:hered together unto one place, and after passing through 
many chemical changes vhioh were terribly sublime in their chare.ct6r, 
it was left in e. condition suite.hle for the development e.nd prope.ge.-
tion of vegetable life. The command for the institution of vegetable 
{ 
life and its propagation and the fulfillment of the commands are giv-
en in the above verses which fi 11 out the concludi ng portions of the 
burden of the th:ird day. 
It wi 11 be observed thait at this time -the grass, the herb, and 
the fruit-bearing tree are not nourished by solar light arrl heat, and 
therefore ihe light and heat necessary for their development must 
come from another source, whim in this comparatively early stage of 
the creation, evidently is derived from the firmament or f orce that 
was created in the beginning, in some one or more of its correlate 
conditions, the earth itself in all prebability being the instrumen-
tality through which such correlatives developed the new forms of 
Ir.atter .9° 
The Fourth Day. The earth itself was now completely restored, 
end again fitted for the support and enjoyment of life; it only re-
mained to establish its relations with fue heavenly bodies. This G-od 
did upon the Fourth Day by concentrating fue light-material which He 
had previously created, into light-holders. For the word used of the 
light of the First Day is 11 or 11 • arrl of that of the fourth, "maor". 
This last is "the same as the first, but with a locative prefix which 
makes it signify a place where light is stored, or a light-holder. 
Now we must carefully observe that God is not said to have 
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created these light-holders on the fourth day, but rr.e rely to ha.ve I!1..ade 
or prepared them. They were created, as we have seen, in the begin• 
tJ.ing, and since the sun appears to be a dark body enveloped by lumi-
nous clouds, it we.s doubtless around its mass that the e arth was re-
volving from the first. Probably, too, the great luminary of our 
world was also the light of the preadamites, but its lamp had been 
extinguished, end on the fourth day God gave or restore d to it the 
capacity of attracting and diffusing the light-me.terie.l, by the exer-
cise of which power its photosphere was quickly formed • 
.And so the solar rays, as they hastened through space, struck 
upon the moon, ani lighted up its silver orb in the firmament of 
night .91 
The word rendered "made" (asah) does not necessarily imply a 
creative act, being different from the word "create" (bare.). Further-
more, in the next verse (17) it says that God "set ihem (nathan) in 
the firtnal'l"fJnt, 11 enpleying the Hebrew word usually translated 11 gave 11 
(nathan), v.hich often is used in the sense of "institute." Taking 
nathan in this sense of 11 insti tute 11 , we could translate verse 17, 
".And God instituted (that is, appointed) them in the firma.men t of 
the heaven to give light upon the earth. 11 Hence this passage may 
refer to God's decle.ra.ti on of the function of the heav·enly bodies 
rather than to their creation. The word "create" (bare.) is not used 
here. A second view holds the. t Vthile light was created on the first 
day, it was concentrated in the sun on the fourth day; the. t is , at 
the word of God, the he evenly bodies came into operation as lights 
of the universe.92 
We are next told fu at God made or prepared, not created, the 
stars also; that is, apparently so altered or modified the firmament, 
perhaps by the concentration of light into the sun, that the stars 
then first appeared or re-appeared in it. At the close of the third 
day earth was finishe d a:rrl ready for the receptien of life, while the 
stars are not mentioned unti l the fourth day. But in a passage of 
Job we are told that the morning stars were admiring witnesses when 
God laid the foundation stone of the earth» arrl sang .together for joy 
at its completion, Job 38:4-7. They must therefore have been pre-
existent. And so God's preparation of them on the fourth day must 
have had reference only to their appearance in our firmammt, to the 
purpose which they were to serve in regard to our eartho93 
The sun, moon, end stars were not called lights until the f ourth 
day. From the indications of the similar conditions of matter at the 
beginning, there seems to be good gr ounds for supposing that the action 
for solidifying the detached masses of matter ~hich compose the sun , 
moon, arrl stars, in general the same e.s that whereby the earth had 
been solidified, and· that the same laws which apply to the earth would 
apply to them also. 
But the indication seems evident from the text that the command 
for the gathering together Gf these bodies in their respective places 
as comparatively solidified bodies was not given until the fourth day, 
although they existed as detached attenuated masses from the second 
day arrl v.ere most pr obably, men in this condition , as obedient to the 
fixed laws of f orce as when later they were solidified , each having 
had its individual centre of attraction established on th3 second day. 
Now inasmuch as the manifest mission of these great lights is 
to give light upon the earth , ani EI.S they are for signs as well as f or 
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seasons and years, it follows that the earth was developing far in 
advance of them for same great and special purpose altogether outside 
of their ph~rsical construction and their ultimate mission. From the 
text it becomes evident the. t, whatever rray have been the particular 
source from vihence vegetable life dr~w its light and heat, that from 
the fourth day they shall be derived from the sun, althou gh it does 
not follow that the preceding correlatives are inactive and void.94 
~Fifth~· Thus the fourth day came to its close and the 
fifth day began. All was no w ready; the work of restorati on was fin-
ished and the habitati0n prepared. Then the creative power of God 
was put forth, and ihe waters, which had hitherto been void of living 
beings, were commanded to swarm with i:he creamre that hath life. The 
King James version of i:he Bible , "Let the waters bring forth, 11 is in-
correct. The literal rendering is, "Let the waters swarm with swarms, 
with living creatures/' but the text dces not tell us that these cree.-
tures were produced from the waters. 
The following clause is still more grievously mistranslated, 
since the English is made to imply that even birds were formed from 
the same element. This would be a direct contradiction of the nine-
teenth verse of the second chapter vihere they are said to have been 
moulded of earth. But the contradiction does not exist in the He-
brew, the exact sense of vihich is, "And let fowl fly above the earth 
in the face of tre firmament of heaven." Hence in this verse both 
fish and fowl are m&rely crnrumanded to appear in their respective ele-
ments 'Without any hint as to their origi~.95 
Why were fowl and fish created on the same day? It is explained 
on tm ground of tre ir similarity, fins being like wings. It seems 
likely, however, that it was due to the fact that creation proceeded 
from the lmver to the higher, fish and birds occupying a lower place 
in t he scale of life than lend animals, especially mam ,als.S6 
~ Sixth Day. On the sixth day Gcrl made land animals and man .. 
"And God said, Let the earth bring forth the living creature after his 
kind , cattle and creeping thing, and beast of the earth after his kind ••• 
And God said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness ••• So God 
created man in his own image, in the image of God created he him ••• 11 
Genesis 1:24-27. VVhy does the creation of land animals and man fall 
on -the same day? Lange points out that man has his being, as to his 
bodily appearance from the earth in common with the animals. The land 
emerged on the third day of creati.on ·and now in the corresponding day 
in the sec end group of three , that is, the sixth day, the creatures 
which inhabit the earth were fu>rtn3d. However, there is a great gulf 
between the animals arrl man, and one of the prime reasons is the fact 
that God created man in His own image, in His spiritual lilreness, Gen-
esis 1=26. This divine likemss was marred by the fall, shattered by 
sin, but when a person puts his trust in C:b.rist, his nature is trans-
formed into the image of God again.97 
There were four classes of living creatures, cattle or domes -
tic a ted animals, creeping things or land reptiles, insects and worms, 
and beasts of the field or wild roaming animals. But as was shown 
above, all tile se creatures were graminivorous, for in the thirtieth 
verse the green herb alone is given them for meat. Nor, of course, 
was man allowed t o feed upon animal flesh. In the twenty-ninth verse 
his diet also is restricted to the seed bearing herb and the fruit of 
trees. The present state of things in "''hich animal food is allowed 
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and necessary to man and carnivorous beasts, birds, and fishes abound, 
testifies to a woefully disorganized and unnatural condition, such a 
one as would be impossible save in a world at variance with the God of 
order, love, and perfection.98 
The Seventh Day. On the seventh day, God rested from His cre-
ative work and blessed the seventh day and sanctified it, Genesis 2~2, 
3. This shows that the sabbath principle of setting apart one day in 
seven existed from the beginning.99 
We have before seen that neither the plants of the third nor 
the creatures of the fi fi:h and sixth days have anything to do with 
the fossilized remains found in the earth's crust, because "the crust 
is assumed to have been fanned before the great preadami te catastro-
phe. For ihe mountains with all their contents are described as al-
ready existing beneath the floods of the deep , and as having appeared 
wi"t;hout need of creation of preparation, as soon as the waters re-
treated to their bounds. We are now able to add other oogent rea-
sons in confirmation of this view. 
E. Evidence in the Rocks 
During the s :i.x days there were three distinct acts of creative 
power, by which vegetation, fish, birds, larrl animals, and man were 
successively prcdmced. I t is evident that ~11 the plants of our 
world were created on the third day, while no moving creature that 
had life was called into being until the fifth day. If, then, the 
theory which makes each day a geological period is correct, t he re-
mains of piants only would be found in the lowest fossiliferous strata . 
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These would fill the formations of their ovm and the fo llowin g e.ge ; 
afte r wh ich they would be mingled vdth fossi l birds and fishes: then, 
in the rocks of a yet later period, the re1mins of land ani."!lals would 
also appear. And such a seq~ence would fo rm the only possibl e agree~ 
ment '7rl. th the account in Genesis. 
But what is the result of an examination of the strata? The 
lowest fossiliferous system is t h Silurian~ is nothing found but veg-
etable petrifactions? Quite the contrary. 'Ihe lower and middle Silu-
rian rocks contain a few seaweeds indeed, but no land pla~ts whatever. 
Yet they abrund in creatures belonging to three of the four sections 
of the anL~l kingdom, in mollusca, articulata, and radiate.. It is 
only in the higb.e st strata of the upper Silurian rocks that land plants 
begin to appear, and together with them some specbnens of vertebrates, 
the remaining section of the animal kingdom. If then, in this oldest 
fossiliferous system are found plants rare and yet every division of 
the animal kingdom represented, how can an attempt be made to force 
such a fact into accordance with the Mosaic narrative ! 
Again, the history of Genesis mentions ·three disti nct creations~ 
of plants, of birds.and fishes, and of land animals. But in the eight 
classifications of strata, from the Tertiary dov.'Il to the Silurian, 
there would appear to have been at least as many creations as there 
are systems, each creation including a very large proportion of a~i­
mals and plants peculiar to itself. 
It is demonstrated that the to.tality of organic beings was re-
newed, not only in the intervals of those great periods which were 
designated as formations, but also in the stratification of each sep-
arate division of every formation. Nor is it believed i n the genetic 
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descent of the living species fr om the different tertiary divisions 
Which have been regarded as identical but .,1hich are held to be specif-
ically different; so that the idea of a transformation of the species 
of one formation into that of another cannot be adopted. In enunciat-
ing these concl usimns, let it be understood that they are not induc-
tions derived from the study of one particular class of animals, such 
as fishes, and applied to other classes, but tm results of direct 
comparison of very considerable collections of petrifactions of dif-
ferent formations and classes af.' animals. 
Thus the crust of our earth appears to be a vast mound which 
God has heaped over the rEmains of m1.ny creations. And geology shows 
us that the creatures of i:he se ancient worlds either perished by pain-
ful disease and mutual destruction, or were overwhelmed in an instant 
by the most terrific convulsions af nature. 
F. The Creation of Man 
Lastly, it is recorded in Genesis 1:26-29 that all i:he living 
creatures and plants created during the Six Days were given to man. 
It is reasonable, the ref ore, to suppose that they were inte:rrled to 
remain with him throughout the whole cours.e of his world. And hence, 
again, the certainty that the fossil plants and animals , nearly all 
of ~ich were extinct before the creation of Adam, have nothing to 
do with the creatures of i:he Third, Fifth, and Sixth days.100 
"And Jehovah God formed (Hebrew, Yatsar) man of the dusts of 
the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, and 
man became a 1 iving sou 1, 11 Genesis 2:7. 
A careful study of this verse shows that man was formed, not 
created. A chemical malysis shows that good soil is composed of 
about eighteen elements. A chemical analysis of human flesh sh~1s 
that it contains the sarre eighteen elements. This fact helps one to 
better understand such a scriptural verse as, n • .. all are of the dust, 
and all turn to dust again. 11 Ecclesiastes 3:20. 
In Gene sis and other portions of scripture it is seen the. t a 
triune God originated a 11 life, God the Father creating the original 
materials for a universe, God the Son forming some of these into plants, 
trees, animals, and men, and God the Holy Spirit breathing into these 
the breath of life and they became living things. 101 
The detailed account of the creation of man which now presents 
1 tself for our consideration is a subject of the deepest interest. 
for it forms the only possible basis of true doctrine in regard to 
tha origin and nature of our race. We must, therefore, carefu.lly ex-
amine it, but the labour will not be tedious, for the whole revela-
tion is contained in the following brief record, "And the Lord God 
formed man of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils 
the breath of life; and man became a living soul." Genesis 2:7. 
There are thus three points to consider; the formati an of the body, 
the infusion of the breath of life, and the result that man awoke to 
consciousness a living soul. 
First, the n 1 the Lord God formeq man, that is, moulded his 
bodily shape as the potter does the clay. Indeed the meaning of the 
Hebrew verb is so decided that its present parti. ciple, used as a. sub-
stantive, is the ordinary word for a potter. To this first act of 
God, Job refers when he says, "Remember, I beseech thee, that thou 
hast made me as the cley; and wilt thou bring me into dust again?" 
Job 10~9. For the material moulded was the dust of the ground l'rhich 
had just been moistened by a mist; and hence it is afterwards said, 
"Dust thou art, and unto dust shalt thou return." Genesis 3!19. 
fue word translated 11 ground 11 is adamah, which properly means 
red earth, and from which the name Adam seems to be derived. This 
corresponds to the natural colour of human skin which is red on 
white, and in accordance with which Solomon's description of ideal 
beauty begins with the words, "My beloved is whi ta and ruddy • 11 
The spirit of Imn had nothing to do with the formation of its 
sheath. GOO. first moulded the senseless frame, and then breathed 
into it "the breath of lives 11 ; for the original of the last word is 
in the plural. It has not, however, previously been noticed because 
it may be nothing more than the well known Hebrew plural of excel-
lence; the word, which is the connnon term for life, is rarely found 
in the singular. But if significance is given to the number, it 
may refer to the fact that the inbreathing of God produced a two-
fold life, sensual and spiritual, the distinct existence of each 
part of which may often be detected within ourselves by their antag-
onism. 
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This breath of lives became the spirit of man, the principle 
of life within him, for, as the Lord tells us, 11 it is the spirit that 
quickeneth, 11 and by the manner of its introduction it is taught that 
it was a direct emanation from the Creator. It must not be confused 
with the Spirit of God, from Yfuom the Scriptures plainly distinguish 
it, and Vfuo is represented as bearing witness with our spirit. (Ro-
mans 8:16.) In the Book of Proverbs, it is referred to as the candle 
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of ihe Lord, cap able of being lighted by His Spirit, an::i given by Him 
as a means whereby man may search into the chambers of his heart and 
know himself. 
Ma~was thus made up of only two independent elements, the 
corporeal and the spiritual: but when God placed the spirit within 
the casing of earth, the combination of these produced a third part, 
and man became a living soul. For direct communication between spirit 
and flesh is impossible; their intercourse can be carried on only by 
means of a medium, and the instant production of one was the result of 
their contact in Adam. 
He became a living soul in ihe sense that spirit and body were 
completely merged in ihis third part: so that in his unfellen state 
he knew nothing of those ceaseless strivings of spirit and flesh which 
are matters of daily experience to the fallen. There was a perfect 
blending of his three natures into one, and the soul as the uniting 
medium bece.Jre the cause of his individuality, of his existence as a 
distinct being. It was also to serve the spirit as a covering, and 
as a means of using the body; nor does Tertullie.n seem to have erred 
when he affirmed that the flesh is the body of the soul, the soul that 
of the spirit.102 
But it is interesting to notice that, while the soul is the 
meetingpoint of the elements of our being in ihis present life, the 
spirit will be the ruling power in our resurrection state. For the 
first man Adam was Imde a living soul, but the last Adam a quickening 
Spirit; and that which is sown a psychic body is raised a spiritual 
body. (I Corinthians 15:44)103 
Now Adam gives names to the animals. This is one responsibility 
that God gave to Adam. While Adam used his free will for the first 
time, we see fua.t he performed 'this difficult task. Perhaps God 
helped him in this, far He does help His obedient children in ways 
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the. t we do not understand. Dr. Bole says the t ih is does not mean the 
giving of names to eight hunired thousand animals that now live in 
the sea and on the land. Linnaeus spent many years in giving the 
La tin names to animals, s orne ef mich have not been dis covered and 
so have not yet been narre d. 
It is quite probable tha t Adam gave names te just those ani·-
mals formed in the reconstruction Which may have been just the higher 
land animals and birds that had their beginning at this time. There 
are the records of how several hundred kinds of sweet pea have been 
developed since the year 1700. On this basis all the cattle could 
have come from one pair and all the deer from one pair, and Adam's 
task would not have been as great as some might suppose.104 
G. Summary 
In this chapter the Scriptural Doctrine of Creation has been 
presented, beginning wi i:h e. presentation of the three main theories 
that are held by Bible scholars concerning the creation by God of 
the world itself. This was followed by a scriptural account of the 
seven creative days as presented in tl1e first two chapters of Genesis. 
The Scriptural account is 'then compared with what the rocks and fos-
sils of today show. 
Then a study of the creation was made, giving special atten-
tion to how man was formed from the dust of the earth end the manner 
in which God breathed into him the breath of life and man became a 
living soul with the responsibility of tending the Garden of Eden 
and of naming the animals. 
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CHAPTER IV 
AN EX,A!\UN.ATION OF THE METHODS .AND PROCEDURES OF 
NATURALISTIC EVOLUTION 
A. Introduction 
In chapters two and t..'hree the teachings of two completely d i-
vergent points of view were presented concerning creation. Both of 
these lines of thought were presented as clearly and accurately as 
possible so that they might be compare d as to their truthfulness. 
Assumptions on Which the theory of Evolution is built were 
dealt with in this chapter. The testimony of scientists thernselves 
concerning the reliability of evolution was also dealt with. This 
includes statements by men such as H. Vtr. Conn, Dr. Rudolph Schmidt, 
and Tyndall, admitting that the theory of Evolution has never passed 
the stage of theory. .A study was made of rocks, rnan, irnmutabili ty 1 
comparative anatemy end rudimentary . organs, stratified rock, the 
brain, embryology, blood tests, and the geographical distribution of 
animals. Each of these phases of the Naturalistic Evolutionary the-
ory were examined in relation to scientific procedure and the find-
ings of those holding to the Scriptural account of creation. 
B. Testimony .As to the Reliability of the 
Theory of Evolution 
In this chapter the theory of Naturalistic Evolution will be 
ta.ken step by step as it was present ed in chapter two, and examined 
in comparison wi th the Scriptural account of creation. 
With perh aps the excepti on of Professor Ernest Haecke l of 
Jena .. most evolutionists admi t that evolution i s unproven . One of 
the writers , and most i mpartial, is Professor H. W. Conn, who says 
in hi s Evolution of Today: 
Nothing has been p ositively proved as 
to the ques tion at issue. From i ts vary 
nature, evolution is beyond proof ••• The 
difficul t ies offered to an unhesitating ac-
cep tanc e of evolution are very great and 
have not grown less since the appearance 
of Darwin' s Origin of Species ~ but h ave in 
some respects grown greater . lur; 
Alexander Patterson., in his book The Other Sid e of Evo lu.ti on , 
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page ninety , quotes Dr. Rudolph SchmiC.t who wrote , "All the se theories 
have not passed beyond the rank of hypothesis." and Professor V\hitney 
of Yal e Universit-y who said , "We ca nnot think the t.1.e ory yet converted 
into a s cientific fact and those are perhaps the ·worst foes to its 
succe ss who are over-hasty to take it and use it as a proven fac t." 
Patters on also records what Tyndall said, "Those W.O.o ho l d the 
Doc trine of Evolution are by no means ignorant of the uncertainty of 
their data, and they only yie l d to it a provisiona l assent • 11 
This un i versal admission may be a surpris e t o the non-s cien-
tific reader, especially in view of the astounding and s weep ing claims 
the the ory has made. It may seem strange that a confessedly unproven 
theoryhas been made the basis of all "modern thinking", the founda-
tion of a universal philosophy, the caus e of a revo luti on in theology, 
and the reason for r e j ecting t he narra tives of the Bible, and on the 
part of s orne, of abandoning Christ i anity and launching into atheism. 
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Yet such is the case. It can be said here, "Is this Science? Is it 
scient ific to accept as true en unproven theory· and make it the basis 
of all belief?" 
I:r. discussing evolution 3 there must always be a distinction be-
ureen fact and theory, between things proven and a ssmned~ For the 
writers continually intermingle these in a ccnfusing VIS.'/• It must 
always be asked concerning these s tatS".ments, Is this proven or asst~med'! 
The j ury has a right to ask that everything be proven abs olutely be-
fore rendering a verdict for evolution.l06 
Before :making such a serious charge agains·b a ti1eory that it 
is both unscientific and unphiloso phica1, it must be shown that others 
have held a similar vim'-' and ibat among these there are mruJy scholars .. 
Professor Poulsen remarks t.~at Haeckel's reasonings are a "disgrace to 
the philosophy of Germany. r. Professor Gear ge Frederick Wright calls 
evolution a "fad", "the cast-off clothing of the evolutionary philos-
ophy of fifty years ago." The Duke of Argyle says, "It is such a 
violation of and departure from all that we know of fue existing or-
der of things as to deprive it of all scientific base." 
C. Evidence That Evolution is Untrue Scientificall:>• 
Throlution fe.ils i n a 11 the steps of scientific proof. There 
are rour stages of proof necessary for a full danonstration: 
1. Observation of facts. 
2. Classification of these facts. 
3. Inferences legitimately drawn therefrom. 
4. Verification of these conclusions., 
1. It fails in its facts. That this is true is evident from 
the reticence of the exact scientists to commit themselves to the 
theory. If the facts were all completely accurate , these laborers 
in the laboratory and field would a cknowledge the case. In the pre-
sen ta.tion of facts, the theoretical evolutionist culls out and mag-
nifies those looking his way and. passes in silence or minifies those 
anta.gonisti c to the theory. It JP.a kes much of the change of a low 
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salt water animal into its fresh water form, and passes over the im-
mutability of all the great species. Evolution dwells upon the splints 
in the leg of tm horse a n,d passes over lightly the Vt3-st unbridged gaps 
between organic and inorganic matter, the origin of the vertebrates, 
and the countless missing links between the species. It rests its 
argument on the "gill-slits" in the necks of embryonic fish, puppies, 
and infants, and passes airily over the origin of matter, of life, of 
consciousness, and of Christian experienc e. It presents ex-parte ev-
idence • • 
2. Evolutian fa.i ls in classificationo The testimony of evo-
lution itself has been seen on this point. Nor is there any agreed 
definition of species. Not a single species has been traced to its 
origin. The s,t:ecies defy chronological classification. The most 
primitive species exist t oday and the most advanced were in existence 
almost at the first. Nor can the classifications which are attempted 
be advanced as proof of evolution. They are as evidential of manu-
facture or of creation or of any other process of intelligent mind. 
3. Evolution r e sts on inferences. As its great philosopher, 
Spencer, has said, 11 No inference is warranted unless it accounts for 
all the facts. 11 Not only does no inference of evolution do this, but 
it admits again and again that it is beset with countless difficultieso 
Nor are these inferences the only ones that might b e drawn. It is 
not only necessary t o draw an inference but to show that no other 
inference is possible. Some of t hese are the wild est possible de-
ductions from the f acts, as for example , the theories as to the or-
igins of whales and giraffes. 
The works of writers on evo lution abound in such phases as, 
"seems to be--I infer--it is conceivable--it might have been--it is 
probable--I think--apparently--must h~ve been--no one can say--not 
difficult to conceive ," and other unscientific tenns, and on such 
deductions t hey project other inferences, a nd s o l eap skillfully 
from one supposition to another across the quagmire of evolution. 
Evolution is undertslcing a philosophical impossibility, the 
proving of a negative, that there could be no other me thod t han der-
ivation. This is the philosophical basis of the whole t he ory. 
4. Finally, evolution fails in th e fourth step. It a dmits 
again a.nd again that it has not demonstrate d i ts case. Not a single 
instance of evolut ion of species ha s been s h own or produced, and no 
law of the chan ge is gi v en o The gaps it does not bridge are ma ny ~ 
We especially need to notice tl1at it gives no account of the origin 
of matte r or force. It can give no account of the origin of life. 
It utte rly fails to account for man's self-consciousness or intel-
lectual, moral, or spiritual nature. It t akes no account whatever 
of the other war ld or life and entirely disregards the facts of 
Christian experience. In short, so far from being a great universal 
philosophy i t is simply a disjointed c ombination of unproven the-
erie s •107 
The scientific meihod is the inductive method of Bac on. All 
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the fa.cts in a given case are gathered, studied 1 correlated, and from 
all the facts the conclusion is dravm. Evolution did not come in 
this manner. Men arbitrarily assumed the theory from their philoso-
phy and then moved heaven and ea.rt.."J. to find the facts to prove their 
hypothesis. This procedure violates the scientific method. 108 
The evolutionists are guil~ of faulty r easoning. They reason 
in a circle, the fallacy known in logic as "begging the questi on". 
The "index fossils" are a good illustration of this error in reason-
ing. The ages of the rocks are set by the fossils regardless of the 
depth, state of preservation 1 and appearance in the strata, and then 
the antiquity of the fossils is proved by the age of the rocks in 
vmich they occur . In other words, the truth of the theory is assumed. 
Fossils are dated to conform to the theory and then these same fos-
sils, "fixed" and "tampered" witnesses, are used to demonstrate the 
ages of tbe rocks. The rocks are dated by the index-fossils, and the 
age of tre fossils is demonstrated by the rocks, rocks whose own age 
is determined by the fossils which both date them and are dated by 
them. This is a perfect illustration of "reasoning in a circle 11 1 
"begging the questi on", and "assuming that vYhich is to be proved" • 109 
D. Vlhat the Rocks Actually Reveal 
There is found in the rocks a sudden appearance of the distinct 
divisions of animal life. "We find the ge ologice.l reccrd of the earth 
begins indeed with ~~11 developed representation of all the chief 
groups of the animal kingdom with i:he exception of the back-boned 
anima ls, 11 says Dr. J. W. Gregory in Geology of Toda:t• "These Gld or-
ge.nic types are as complex and e.s highl~r spedsl ized in t heir struc .. 
ture a s t he anilT'..als now in existence.", Dr .. R. A. Nicholson in A 
Manual of Geolo_gy, page 97 . Doctor Austin H. Clark of the Unit ed 
States .:National !lfiusemn said , 
So f'ar as . concerns tre ma jor gr.oups of 
e.n imal s , the creationists seem to have the 
better of the argument . There is n ot the 
sligh·best evidence that any one of the major 
groups arose from any other., Each is s. spe-
cial ~mims. l complex , reJated more or l es s 
closely t o a ll the rest , and appearing there-
fore , as a spe cial and dis tinct creation.,.,., 
that man appeared on es.rtb s ubstant ie.lljt as 
he i s today •• • to all intents end purposes the 
product of a special crea t ion .llO 
However, Doctor Clark believes i n evolution with gigant i c j umps or 
mutations. This view is a c cep t able to some Bible loves , vm o see 
each 11 j umpn as an act of God in dramatic creation . Doctor Robert 
Watts said , "The re cord of t'r1e rocks knows nothing of evolution. 11 
Sir Robert} ,urchison onc e said, 11 I em probably as well posted i n 
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geo l ogy as any ma11 l i v ing, end I c an fearlessl y say that the geological 
record does not afford one syllable of ev:i.de11 ce. 11 Branco of Berlin 
state.d, · t~Paleont,ol6gy-~ tells u s not h ing of the subj ect, it kn ows n o 
ancestor of man ." 
H. G. Wells, while not en expert himself, mirror s the think-
ing of ev·olutionary authorities . He makes this damaging admission:: 
Th e record of' the r oc ks does not begin, 
therefo re , VJith any group of close l y related 
forms from whi ch all subsequent and exi sting 
creatur es are des cended. It begins in fue 
midst of the game , with nearly every division 
f the an i mal k ingdom already represented. 
Plants are alrea dy p l ants ; animals, animals ., 
The curtain rises en the drama in the se a 
that has already begun, and has been going 
on f or some time . The brach iopods are al-
ready in their shells .. 
The rock r e cord reveals a clear cut line 
of distinction between the various groups and 
specie s pre served. This observation follows 
hard 0n the heels of the first; the groups ap-
pear ed distinct and remained distinct. Darwin-
ism assumes thousands of minute modifications 
in e very direction f rom every species. Hence 
we would expect to find the family tree in a 
fluid state with one group shading over into 
another, but such is not the case. One would 
expect to find several million b r idge - forms 
or "missing links" in the gaps be-tY1een the 
same million estimated species in the rocks. 
The million species are preserved but the 
bridge-forms have unfortunately been lost. 
This fact is fatal to the theo ry, for the 
proof of evolution is the part omi-tted fr om 
"The great stone book of the universe. 11 The 
simple forms of life persist in the same 
simplici w as their first known ancestors. 
In all the phyla some genera and even species 
have persisted unchang ed from the oldest 
strata down to the present day.lll 
Into this consideration must be taken the deplorable, if not 
absolutely dishonest practice which is in vogue, of inventing new 
nameG for fossil duplicates of modern species, in order to mask or 
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obscure an identity vmich conf licts with evolutionary preconceptions. 
George McCready Price says, 
Vfuen species are found in kinds of rock 
where they are not at all expected, and where, 
according to the prevailing theories, it is 
quite increditable that they shoold be fru:rrl ••• 
·the not very honorable expedient is resorted 
to of inventing new names, specific or even 
generic, to disguise and glass over the strange 
similarity between them and others which have 
been assigned to v.holly different formations. 112 
This theory of evolution assumes, since it is supposedly true, 
that fossils occur in a certain order. So regardless of apparent con• 
di ti on of the roc lcs, texture type, or depth bene a fu the surface, the 
fossil becomes the index of the age of the stratum. Whenever the 
physical evidence conflicts with the biological, as revealed in the 
32 
fossils, the evolutionists follow the latter. Hence it is seen that 
the theory has not been deduced from the field of geology but an ef-
fort has been llll.de to pigeon-hole the data into the evolutionary mold. 
The Seivalik beds (Miocene) of India revealed a modern horse. I~~ed­
iately the division into Upper and Lower Seivalik was made~ and the 
former assigned to the Pleistocene in order to keep the h orse younger 
than his supposed anceswrs. 'When younger fossils are found inter-
bedded with older fossils they are classified as 11Pioneer Colonies 11 ; 
and if a class skips an epoch and then reappears, it is called a 
"Recurrent Colony11 • When a problem arises it is a simple matter to 
juggle~ invent, and change the labels, and so save ihe face of the 
theory. No wonder Price que sti ens why these gentlemen pretend to be 
investigating the facts of nature when they know all of the answers 
beforehand. Evolution is not a fact drawn from Geology , but an as-
sumption in which the data of Geology are, as far as possible, forced 
to conform.113 
Professor .A. C. Seward says, 11 The student that takes an im-
partial retrospect soon discovers that the fossil record of evolu-
tionists raises more problems than it solves. nl14 
E. The Supposed Evolution of Man 
The next problem to be taken under consideration is that of 
the evolution of man, himself. On this argument rests the theory 
of man's animal origin. But for the desire to prove that such is 
man 
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s origin, the argument would never have been conceived. There 
is decided difference of opinion on this theory; many object to it. 
There is not a single case of such origin of species known. There 
is no law or force or cause agreed upon or known by Which such ori-
gin of species could take place, There are countless objections and 
facts against it. Its arguments are confessedly insufficient, and 
they are at best but inferences and only "the balancing of probabil-
ities .nll5 
The oldest human remains which have been found are certainly 
much more like those of the apes than the men of today, particularly 
in the shape of the skull. But these old skulls are so few in num-
' ber that it is impossible to draw any conclusi ens from them, partie-
ularly when it is pointed out that even today there are occasionally 
found skulls which are a bout as low as these fossils. 116 
These degraded peoples are pointed to by evolution as man in 
a state of development. 
These men of the cave do not necessarily represent man in a 
course of progress, for we find today the same classes of people 
with their stone tools and pottery, living as prehistoric man 
lived, There are today men in every stage of the supposed progress 
from the cave man to the highest in civilization. Such remains 
could be had in any burial place of these savage peopleso Pre-
historic man, so called, is still with us and we can interview 
him as to his state and history. 117 
Evolution asserts that a vast antiquity for man has been 
proven by remains that have been fcund. It is commonly said that 
these remains are hundreds of thousands of :years old, but the claims 
for these vast periods are now being greatly reduced and generally 
discredited. 
The age of the peat beds of Abbeville in France, in Which hu-
man remains have been found, was once estimated at twenty thousand 
years. The estimate has been reduced to a fifth of that age. The 
remains of the animals foond Vlli th man are supposed to prove his ex-
treme antiquity. The remains of i:he mtL'llmoth were once cited as such 
proof. But the mammoth bas been found in such a state of preserva-
tion that its flesh has been fed to the dogs.ll8 
Now look at the attempts to bind man to the brute. Zittel 
noted thirty genera or pro-simial and eighteen genera of genuine 
fossil apes between the lo'l'ler Eocene and Alluvial Epoch, but not 
one fossil species of man's ancestry. Here are the attempts evo-
lutionists have made to find the "missing links". 
1. Piti1ecanthropus Erectus, the Java Ape-~. See on· page 
34. Newman of Chicago in his Readings, speaks of this "highly tran-
sitional form", and says it consists of two upper molar teeth, a 
thigp bone, and a skull cap, which were discovered near Trinil, cen-
tral Java, in 1894. Rutat and McGregor made reconstructions from 
this data, but these subjectively colored restorations are poles 
apart in appearance which shows how much imagination enters into 
the interpretation. Imagine artists four hundred seventy five 
thousand years hence, drawing George Washington's picture with 
only two of his teeth, a leg bone, and a portion of his skull t o 
guide them! The facts in this case are wcrse than the illustra-
tion, for the relics were not all dis covered at one time but over 
the space of a year and the fragments found as far as fifty feet 
apart l Nobody knows fua t fue bones were worn by the same creature ! 
It is claimed that the thigp bone of the "discovery" was worn 
by a creature which walked practically erect, hence an evolution that 
is above the gorilla types which use their forearms for crutches. But 
the gibbon walks erect l 11After exami ning hundreds of human femora, 11 
says Dubois, 11 Manouvier could firrl only two trot had a scmewhat siro-
ilar shape. It is t herefore very rare in man. 1 th a gibbon a sim-
ilar form normally occurs. n Hence the leg bone may be that of a 
gibbon as easily as that of a missing link. 
The brain cap could be that of a man for the race ofWedda.s, 
dwarfs af Ceylon, have an average cranial capacity of nine hundred 
sixty cubic centimeters, which is e1so that of the Pithecanthropus. 
Some of the experts say this "link" was e. man; others such as Her-
twig and McNamara, the craniologist, say an ape. Virchow and Hrd-
licka declared ihe teeth to be ape-like. 
All that is known of the Pithecanth ropus is that the widely 
scattered fragments may be from as ~~ny creatures, and even if they 
were all from the same individual, they could be accounted for ade-
quately by saying they are the rema:ins of a gigantic hylobatix (Gib-
bon-like) ape. Even if evolution is assumed to be true, it cannot 
be proved that .the ape man we.s one of the transitional fonns. 1he 
Pithecanthropus Erectus, 11 the ape that walks like a man, 11 affords 
no evidence for the proof of evolution.l19 
2. Eoanthropus Dawsoni. See page 35. The famous "dawn man" 
was found at Piltdown Commons, Sussex, in England. The various frag-
ments which compose this find were discovered over the space of sev-
eral years, are quite scanty, and the data variously interpreted. Dr. 
A. Smith Y ocxl ward, Y'vh o made the restoration, assigned to the lower 
jaw a tooth; Gerrit Miller of the United States Museum assigns to 
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the upper. Then to cap the climax, is the testimony of Professor 
David Waterson, J. H. McGregory, and Ales Hrdlicka that the mandible 
is not a human jaw but that of an ape. Others clas sif'y it as a chim-
panzee. .Anyone can cambine a simian mandible wiith a hume,n cranium 
and, if the discovery of a connecting link entails no more than this, 
there is no reason why evidence of hutm.n evolution should not be 
turned out wholesale. The Pil tdom link, then, is a chimpanzee formed 
of scanty fragments which may or may not have been from the same crea-
ture.l20 
3. ~ Heidelbergensis. See page 34. A worlanan near Maurer, 
Germany, October 21, 1907, discovered this fossil jaw Which was broken 
in the process of discovery. The teeth are small and quite human 
while the jaw is massive and the chin is quite recessive. With the 
exception of ihe recessive chin the same type is the normal Eskimo 
jaw. The mastication of tough foods would tend to prcdu ce such a 
jaw. Hence it is not a transitional type from brute to man. The pic-
ture shown of t he 11Heidelberg w.an 11 has only this j aw for their basis. 
4. The Neanderthal Man. See page 35. His remains were dis-
covered in a cave near Hochdal, Germany in 1856. The bones were thrown 
out of the cave so no scientist ever saw them in thei r ori ginal set-
ting. The remains were pronounced to be those of a Mongolian Cossack, 
Professor Clement of Bonn and L. Meyer; an idiot, C. Carter Blake and 
Carl Vogt; artificially deform ed, Davis; ancient Celt or German, 
Pruner-Bey; ancient Hollander, Wagner; primitive Frieslander, Rudolph 
Virchow; and so on. Other discoveries of the so-called Neanderthal aid 
type were found in the Men of Spy, La Naulette, Krapina, Le Moustier, 
and La Chapello. It is sufficient to say th..at there ere races of men 
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living today ·with skulls the same size arrl type of this presumably 
transitional race. McNamara says, "The average cranial cap acity of 
these thirty six skulls, (namely, Australian and Tasmanian blacks) is 
even less than thet of the Neanderthal group, but in shape some of 
these two groups are closely related." St. Mansui, Bishop of Towl in 
the fourth century, Robert Bruce, "the Scotch her<:>, and Rudyard Kipling 
have heads of this type. Are they missing links'? Nonsensec 'l'hen 
too, because some of these Neanderfual skulls are small, there is no 
reason to ignore the average type any more than to take the skull of 
an Ellis Isla~d idiot as the index of European intelligence. Some 
of the Neanderthal skulls are of such a type that Huxly says they may 
have housed the brains of a philosopher. 'Ihis race used various im-
plements, painted vn ih ochre, had solemn burials in rock-he'\m tombs 
with the dead ph.ced on the back ·with the head to fue west, and left 
such other indication as reveal their be lief in immortality. There 
is no proof of transitional forms here .,121 
5. The Cro-Magnon Men. See page :;6. Newman mentions this 
race as the last in his series, and the bust is on the line in the 
series in the New York .Museum. He is not a transitional type, but 
he is Homo Sapiens, mcdern l118.n, the end of the line. He differs from 
modern men only as existing races differ from each other. Henry Fair-
field Osburn speaks of both the 1-Teand.erthal and the Cro-Magnon men. 
Everything is known about the Neanderthal man, his frame, his head 
form, his industries, his ceremonial burial of the dead, and his be-
lief in future existence. Nearer still is the Cro-Me.gnon ll".an ·who is 
se.id to have lived about thirty thousand years ago; our equal if not 
our superior in intelligence. There is every reason to believe tha.t 
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the Cro-Magnon race could compete in the art schools with any type 
of the anima 1 sculptors and painters of our day, and judging from the 
size and form of the brain of t.he Cro-Magnon youth, he probably could 
enter any branch of intellectual life of today on equal if not super-
ior terms. 'The Cro-Magnon man is not a tre.nsitional type. 122 
It seems that man is to be blessed with the "proofs" of evol-
ution as long as plaster of paris holds out l The proof part depends 
upon sorrething that was never seen in earth, land, sea, or sky, but 
which exists in the subjed;i ve creations of tre mind of him who pre-
conceives the "truth'' of evoluti on.123 
The :Missing Link is the great desire of evolution, for the 
evolutionist indignantly di scle.ims the present apes or monkeys as 
ancestors. He tells us the connecting link was a creature superior 
to these, but of which he is une.ble to sh(J'jlr any specimen. It is 
purelymythical. There are the remains of millions of animals ree.ch-
il;lg through all the ages, why is this particular specimen v1entin.g?124 
Evolution delights to compare savage peoples alternately with 
present civilized races and with the brute. Professor Conn says, 
"There is a greater difference between a Newton and a Hottentot tha..YJ 
between the hot ten tot and the orangutan." He fails to notice, or 
state, that the first is e. difference of degree only and the latter 
a difference of kind. It would be possible to develop a hottentot 
into a philosopher, but no attempt is ever dreamed of, to change an 
orangutan into a hottentot. On the other harrl, the lowest savages 
have under culture sho1>m their human inheritance of faculties beyond 
the brute. Two pigmies ta.l<:en to Italy lea r ned to speak Italian with 
fluency in two years. They showed t_l}emse lves superior to many 
European children, and one becsme proficient in music. The skill of 
this race with poisoned arr~, pits for geme, and cultivation of ver-
ious kinds is well knovm. 
The savage races show ihe opposition of evolution. They are 
races in ruins. Max Mueller says, 
YYhat do we kn ow of savage tribes beyond 
the last chapter in their history? They may 
have passed through ever so many VlClssi-
tudes, and what we consider as primitive may 
be for all we know a relapse into savagery 
or corrupti on of what was something more ra-
tional and intelligible in former age s .125 
This estinate of this great scholar is attested by facts. Where to-
day is the Hindu race that could build the Taj Mahal'! What Greek race 
today could reproduce the architec-ture or statuary of their ancestors? 
The ruins of all eastern and man y western lands point to fallen races 
as well as ruined structures. The w0rld' s history is that of the fall 
of great nations such as Egypt, Babylonia, Greece, Rome, in all of 
which are examples of architecture and peoples alike in sad decay.126 
For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven 
against all ungodliness and unrighteousness 
of men, who hold the truth in unrighteo11!S-
ness; Because that which may be known of God 
is manifest in them; for God hath shewed it 
to them. For the invisible things of him 
from the creation of the world are clear ly 
seen, being un::lerstood by the things that 
are made, even his eternal power and God-
head; sothat treyare wlthout excuse: Be-
ceu se that, when they knew God, they glor-
ified him not as God, neither were thank-
ful; but bec~e vain in their imaginations, 
and their foolish heart was darkened. Pro-
fessing themselves to be wise, they became 
fools .And changed the glory of the unc or-
ruptible God into an image mads like to 
corruptible :me.n, end te birds, and f urfoot-
ed beasts, and creeping things. ~herefore 
God also gave them up to uncleanness through 
the lusts of their own hearts, -to dishonour 
their own bodies between themselves; ~no 
changed the truth of God into a lie, and 
worshipped and served the creature more 
than the Creator, who is blessed for ever. 
Amen. For this cause God gav-e them up un-
to vile affections: for ev:en their women 
did change the natural use into that which 
is against nature~ And 1 ike wise also the 
men, leaving the natural use of the woman, 
burned in their lust one toward another; 
men with men worldng that which is unseem-
ly- and receiving in themselves that recom-
pence of their error Vlhich was meet. .find 
even as they did not like t 0 retsi n God in 
their knewledge, God gave than over to a 
reprobate mind, to do those things which 
are not convenient; Being filled with all 
unrighteousness, fornication, wickedness, 
covetousness, maliciousness; full of envy, 
murder, debate, deceit, malignity; whis-
perers, Backbiters, haters of God, de-
spiteful, proud, boasters, inventors of 
evil things, disobedient to parents, With-
out understanding, covenantbreake rs- with-
out natural affection, implacable, unmer-
ciful: Who knowing the judgment of God, 
that they which commit such fuings are 
worthy of death, not only do the same, 
but have plea sure in them that do them. 
Romans 1:18-32. 
F. Immutability 
The next problem is ihat of natural selection, adaptation, 
and variation, which essentially are referred to as the immutabil-
ity of species. 
It wi 11 be admitted at the outset, on all sides, that no un-
questionable instance has been observed of one species being derived 
from another. This is not surprising, even if the mutability of spe-
ci es be granted. It has been only a. short time since naturalists 
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have perceived the importance of the question, and this is far too 
short a time for changes of importe.nce to occur. But there is even 
a greater difficulty than this. Vfuenever it is shown that one form 
has given rise to another, it is of course, a very simple matter t 
91 
say fua t they are simply two forms of the same species. It is, there-
fore, impossible at present to place the matter beyond question, Two 
verv distinct animals are studied, which are everywhere acknowledged ~ < 
to be distinct species. After careful study and experiment, it is 
found the t one may be converted into the ofuer, and from this time 
these two species are rege.rded simply as different fcrm of one and 
the ss.rre species; and thus the whole force of the proof is lost by 
this circular argument.127 
The great field of evolution is the study of species. It was 
this which ne. in ly occupied Darwin's la bars and is the basis of the 
wh ole sweeping theory. This suggested man's animal origin md all 
that follows as to man's history and religion and civilization. So 
that this is the basal pe.rt of evolution. Yet e.gainst this funda-
mental argument, two great charges are made and admitted: first, not 
a single case of evolution of species is known 1 and second, no law 
or force by which such changes could take place has been discovered.l28 
Here then is a fatal defect. The world ha.s been ransacked for 
evidence, the museums are full of specimens, the secrets of nature 
have been explored in every lam, the minutest creatures discovered 
and analyzed. There are remains of animals and plants of many kinds 
thousands of years old, such as the mummied remains from Egypt, and 
yet not a single instance of the change evolution asserts has ever 
been known! Yet this change of species is the fundamental argument 
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of evolution. On this rests its theory of the origin of man and all 
that f1 ows from that assertion, ani this basal assertion is absolutely 
without an actual instance of fact. 
'Ihe changes in certain species such as r ose~ primroses, toma-
toos, pigeons and dogs, are not new species, but only varieties, hav-
ing none of the traits of species, · easily intermingling, propagating 
and readily reverting to their original f crms, changes ·which true 
species are not susceptible of. Darwin admit ted that the c ontinued 
fertility of these varieties was one of his greatest difficulties. 
One of fue definitions of species is that they will not interbreed 
and propagate, so that hybrids are sterile. "After its kind" is the 
primal law of nature, and as Dr. Jesse B. Thomas says, "The stubborn 
mule still blocks the way of evolution." 
Evolution is not a fQrce. There is no power of cause which 
is known as evolution. The word simply describes the order in which 
ti1 ings have been supposed to c orne. A c leer 1 ine of distinction must 
be drawn between cause a.r.d order of appearance. There is a certain 
order in the succession of living things as they come, but what caused 
tha. t order is the very question et issue. The Duke of Argyle ·warns 
against confusing these when he seys, "Evolution puts forward a vis-
ible order of phenomena as a complete and all sufficient account of 
its own origin and cause." 
The absence of an agreed cause is admitted by evolutionists. 
Huxley says, nThe great need of evolution is e. theory of derivation." 
Darwin ad.rnits, naur ignorance ef the laws of derivation is prof0und." 
"The laws governing inheritance are for the most part unknown. No 
two scientists are agreed as to what is the cause of the supposed 
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changes of spacies. 11 129 
G. Theories of Nature in Opposition to Inn:nutability 
A theory to be proven must mae t the facts and account for them. 
The theory in question fails la.men tably in this. There are countless 
facts not only unaccounted for but diametrically opposed to it and 
antagonizing it. Some of these are: 
1. Degeneration in nature. Na illre shows a constant tendency 
dovmward. Professor E. D. Cape, an eminent evolutionist, writes: 
"The retrogradation in nature is as well or nearly as well estab-
lished as evolution." The wild varieties of plants and animals are 
far inferi or to the cult iva ted kinds. The older species are far su-
perior to the present. The saber-toothed tiger is far superior to 
the present animal. So a lso is the JJ1.ammoth as compared with the ele-
phant. Plants show degeneration in colors. The order of superiority 
is from yellow, the lowest, to white , pink, red, purple, and blue, the 
highest. When they drop from blue to yellow, it is degeneration. Some 
now having green flowers once had other colored bios soJJ1.S. Pregress is 
not seen to be upward in the flowers. So also perasitism is degener-
ation both in plants and animals. The course of nature is not, end 
it has not been, a constant development upward. The scripture state-
ment, 11 'l'he whole creation g roaneth and trave.ileth in pain, " describes 
accurately the condition of nature. (Romans 8=22.) 
2. Continued unchanged species for ages. The crustacea, for 
example in Lake Tan ganyika, Africa, remain as the receding ocean 
left the m ages ago. 
3. Species instead of increasing in number have decreased. 
There were 500 species of Trilobites. They have all disappeared. 
There were nine hundred species of ammonites; all are gone. Of the 
four hundred fifty species of nautilus, only three remain. Indeed 
whole families have become obliterated. All this is antagonistic 
to evolution. 
4. Species continue the same under ~~e most diverse environ-
ments. Environment is claimed as a cause of the changes demanded 
b;; evolution. But the same species exist in the most diverse re-
gions, that is, mosquitoes, vvhales, and oaks. 
5· Adaption of one species to another. Darwin says that a 
single case of the adaptati on of one species to another would be 
fatal to his theory. Yet he himself gives the data for hundreds 
of such adaptations. 
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6, Complex adjustments of nature. Evolution cannot account 
for the wonderful complex adjustments we see in nature, such as the 
mimicry of animals and plants. Everything tells of design and in-
terest ~nd often has the appearance of humor in the creation of these 
numerous creatures. 
7. The mathemtical adjustments of nature are e.s exact as 
the multiplication table. Illustrations of this are the accuracy 
of tl1e orbits of the heavenly bodies and the law of gravitation. 
8. The structure of living things shows the true principles 
of architecture. :M.r. McLaughlin, a noted Scotch mathematician, 
tried by mathematical calculation to ascerte.in the shape of a build-
ing which would contain ihe most room w:i. th least material and yet 
embody the greatest architectural strength in its retaining walls. 
.After many laborious calculations, he found after he he.d arrived at 
a conclusion that the ho!ley bee had lon g before given the same plan 
of structure in i ts cell. The human skull i s a true dome, and. the 
spinal colurrm a true pillar. The ribs of the s..'lip are copie d from 
the fish, the yacht from the duck, and its deep fin from ths fish. 
Evolution preten:is to account for every one of these facts 
by changing changes. 
9. The age of the earth. Professor George Frederick Wright, 
the geologist, tells us that geohgic time is not one-hunlredth part 
as long as it was supposed to be fifty years ago, and the popular 
writers who glibly talk of the antiquity of man are behind the times 
and ignorant of the new light which as a flood has come from geol-
ogy.l30 
.An objection, which has ever obtained to Dar-win's theory, is 
the fact of the sterility of species, when crossed, or t he sterility 
of ihe hybrids from a cross between two species. This has ever pre-
cluded the idea of the evolution of one species 1nto another. 
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Since varieties cross readily and their offspring are fertile, 
this feature of the sterility of hybrids clearly appee.rs to be a 
fundamental distinction between varieties and species.l31 
H. Comparative Anatomy and Rudimentary Organs 
The next argument is that from Morphology (Comparative .Anatomy). 
1~11 animals have much in common, so it is held that all animals 
must have descended from a common ancestor. The wing of the bird, the 
leg of the horse, and the arm of a man are builded on the same general 
plan. Likenesses of structure, we are told, argue for a common or-
igi. n. 
The facts of the e volutionis t in re gar d t o th e likene ss e s are 
true, but will they not ~:~.drnit another interpretation? There is milk 
i n coconuts, cows , and milkweed, but must we assume t he milk cam e 
from t he same place ? 
Special creation accounts for the likenesses and also for the 
diffe r ences, for in them we see God's creative d esign. The facts of 
comparat ive anatomy fit the view of special creation far better than 
they fit the theory of evolutiGn. Why should those who believe the 
Bible be considered credulous and gullible men when fuey postulate 
God, when the evoluti onist assumes, conjectures, supposes, t heorize s, 
and blindly p ostulates literally millions of steps t o bridge the gaps 
between species and to bolster up his corollary theories in v•hich 
his main t h esis involves him? The facts of comparative anatomy vin-
dicate the wisdom ef the creator • 132 
Evoluti on points t o certain features in man which it claims 
carne f:.~om his brute ancestry, such as t he lon g hairs in the eyebrow, 
v.hich they say came from the ape-man, the tips of the ear, and the 
hair on the forearm which slants frcm the hand to the e lbow. The 
whole outside ear is also clairred as a relic from the brute and is 
unnecessary for hearing. So also the five toes, when a solid foot 
would have been better, although most of us think not. They also 
point to some evidences of a tai 1 which they s aJr was rubbed off when 
the ape-man learned to sit do wn. This, h owever, many apes do now 
i"lith n o signs of decreasing tails . This is not evolution. Further, 
these s o-called "relics of the brute 11 are counted as }1..aving no use 
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save to support evolution. The "gill-slits" in the neck of the human 
embryo are the favorite instance of this kind of fact. Evolutionists 
say that this proves mat man's descent is from the dog and of him 
from the fish, there being no other use for it. Heads and mouths and 
eyes also survive, but are not pointed to as evidences of descent, be-
cause we can see use for them, while there &ppears to be no use for 
the ng ill-slits" except to prove evolution. If a use for the "gill-
slits" is f ound the arg).lment of evolution would fall to the ground. 
1'he argument of Huxley as to the rudimentary parts is: "Either 
these rudiments are of no us e, in which case fuey should have disap-
peared, or they are of use, in ~hich case they are arguments for 
teleolo gy." 
The human characte ristics found in animals for.m an argument 
for evolution. We find the animals have memory, lov e , hatred, jeal-
ousy; that they can think and plan, use me a.ns and weapons, admire 
things of beaut-y, and some even ~~ve sports. All of this, sc evo-
lution claims, points t o genetic connection with man. 133 
There has not bee n any instance of the development of a brute 
or his faculties to any approach to man's faculties. The highest 
animal is still immeasurably below the lowest and most bestial man, 
not only in i:he grade of i:he faculties that they have in common, but 
in others which the animal does not p ossess and cannot acquire. Tr£re 
is a great gulf' fixed which they do not pass over.l34 
I. Stratified Rock 
The r ocks reveal s tre.ta lying in reverse order from that which 
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is demanded by the theor y of evolution. The re are many plac es where 
the 11 youngest 11 ro cks, dated by the evolutionists' index fossils, lie 
next to the "oldest" rocks, while the 11midd l e -a ged11 rocks are missing. 
There are other places where the rocks thought to be the youngest are 
lying a mile deep with the presumably older strata on top of themo 
The case against evolution presents this argpment with force. The 
Bear Grass quarries at Louisville, Kentu c ky, reveal a middle Silurian 
c oral bed immediately overlaid by another of middle Devonian. In the 
Alps the Matterhorn is on top of rocks y ounger than itself t In Scan-
dinavia a zone eighty miles by one thousand one hundred ~1enty miles 
was shoved eastward eighty six miles. A section in China five hun-
dred miles long where the rocks were re·versed, was discovered. ·we 
find the same thing true in t."r1e Appalachians , in Scotland , and over 
twen~ thousand square miles of territory in Montana and Alberta. 
0 1 Toole compares the 11 thrust-faul tn explanations to save the time 
value of the fossils to the c ycles and epi-cycles of the Ptolemaic 
astronomers who proved that the sun revolved around the earth! The 
materialist stands on the dizzy mount of multiplied assumption and 
chides us for our childlike credulity, for our one small postulate, 
11 In fue beginning, God. nl35 
Nature possesses none of the idealized integrity and coher-
ence which geology has invested it for the purpose of making it un-
derstandab le. Rather it is a mighty chaos of scattered and fragmen-
tary fossi liferous formations, whose baffling complexity, dis continu-
ity, and ambiguity tax the ingenuity of the most sagac i ous interpret-
ers. Transformism is fu.e key to one possible synthesis, which might 
serve to unify the intricate mass of facts, but it is idle to pretend 
that this theory is the UDique and necessary c~ollary of the facts 
as we find them. The paleontological argument is simply a the oret-
ical construction which presupposes evolution instead of proving ito 
Its classic pedigrees of the horse, the camel, and the elephant are 
only credible when we have assurred the 11 fact" of evolution, and even 
then, solely upon condition that they claim t o approximate, rather 
than assign the actual ancestry of the animals in question. In pa-
le ontology, as in the field of zoology, evolution is not a conclu-
sion, but an interpretation. In palaeontology, otherwise than in 
the field of genetics, evolution is not amenable to the check of ex-
perimental tests because here it deals not with the.t which is, but 
the. t which was .136 
J. GroWth of the Brain in r~als 
Another argument is that concerning the growth of the brain. 
The brain forms the principal difference between man's body and the 
brute's. The brain is especially used as proof by the evolutionist. 
It is the organ of mind. Its size corresponds with the intellectual 
state of the creature. It is the theory of evolution that there was 
an increase in the size of the brain in some of the man-apes of that 
day, although none such is seen now. 
Professor Edward Clodd tl1us describes these supposed brain 
changes after the ice age! 
The changes by which he :rrn t these new 
c onditions were in a very small degree phys-
ical. They were almost wholly mental. The 
principal physical change was in the growth 
of the brain and the expansion of the cran-
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ium., gJ. nng rise to e. less bestial physiog-
nomy and advanced mental power. 
How could man adapt himself by incree.s ing the size of his 
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brain? 'fuy should the passing away of the ice age incre-ase the size 
of the brain? However, he disposes of the whole matter., after argu-
ing through pages 0f suppositien and assumption by stating., "The ab-
sence of facts forces us to confine ourselves largely to suggestions 
and probe.biliti.es. 11 But probabilities are not science and we have a 
right t o ask from those claiming to be scientists, actual facts and 
not guesses, for so great an assertion as the descent of man from 
the brute. 
The cape.ci ty of the ape bre.i n is thirty cubic inches, and of 
the human nine~J cubic inches. There is no evidence of change in 
either the ape or the man. The prehistoric man has as gG>ed a he ad 
on his shoulders as his modern descendents. Bruner says the most 
ancient skulls even exceed ours. Dr. Pfaff says the stone age men 
are equal to the present generation. So if educati on does not in-
crease the size af rnan 's brain, why should the new tricks of Pro-
fessor Clodd 's ancient "arboreal creature" enlarge that individual's 
brain two hundred percent? On the other hand, the ape of today and 
the ape of three thousand years ago as mummied and preserved in Egypt 
are the same. This big-brained ape of evolution has unaccountably 
disappeared and even his skull is missing. 137 
K. Embryology 
The evolutionists argument from embryology. Embryology is the 
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study of life before birth. In tm nine months between conception 
and birth ihe fetus is said to go thr ough the various stages of e-
volution: th e simple fe w-c e lled stages, the fish-like, the reptile-
like 1 and the ape-like stages. This is knovm as the "recapitulation 
theory". 11 0ntogeny r e capi i:lllates phylogeny." In other wor ds each 
hu:rna.n has relived the life history of the race and each has repic-
tured the evolution of species. "In embryo man lives all lives. 11138 
Evoluti on derives its greate st argument from the study of the 
embryo . It makes three claims. First, the ge rm of everything, plant 
and animal, is the same; neither chemical analysis nor the microscope 
showing any difference. If therefore, such vast variety CGuld come 
from origins so alike, ,.my could not all come from a similar etrigin, 
the primitive animal which was also such a simple cell'? Second, in 
the growth of the embryo it recapitulates the ancestral history of 
that particular organism. Third, all this when compared with the 
geologic record, and the present orders of living things as classi-
fied, presents the full successi on of th e forms of life, the one 
supplying vlihat the other lacks. 
1. The claim that all germs of all living things ar e alike 
is not true. The resemblance is only superficial. Protoplasm, of 
vm ich the germ is c omp osed, differS' and is not homogeneous material. 
That which builds the muscles is one kind and that which builds brain 
and nerves is e ntirely different. Nor could the germs be a like. For 
the plant breathes carbon, the animal oxygen. The one oxidizes, the 
other deoxidizes. There are still greater and deeper diffe ren ces. 
Tyndall says that under the most h omoge ne ous material there 
lie structural energies of such complexity that we must question 
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whether we have ihe ment&l elements with which to grapple with them. 
The most trained and the most disciplin ed imagination retires in be-
wilderment from the problem. In that realm, the wonders of creation 
are wrought out. Here is determined the germ and afterward the com-
plete organization, so that these cells or germs which appear so a-
like, contain each in itself the entire plant and life of the coming 
creature, to the colGr of a feather, the trick of a hunting dog, and 
the smile and dimples of a child o 
2. The second claim is that the course of each embryo trav~rses 
its ancestral history. It is not nearly so definitely made as years 
e.go. Professor 'Ihomson writes, "RecapHu lati ~n is due to no dead 
hands of fue past but to physiological conditions which we are un-
able to dis.cover." He also says that the young ma.."Timal was never like 
a worm, a fish, or a reptile. It was the most like the young of 
these in their various stages. So far from the course of all liv-
ing alike, Baer says he can tell the difference between an embryo of 
i:he common fowl and duck on i:he second day. So far this claim holds 
good, it forms an argument against evolution. For here is a goal or 
ideal to 'Which all things strive. This is intention, and plan and 
purpose, all of which is opposed to the main idea of evolution. It 
is in line with creation. 
3· The culminating argument for evolution is given by arrang-
ing in as ce:rrl ing class ii' ication the geol0gic orders of life ·which we 
have seen do not appear as evolution demands, and placing alongside 
of these the classification of present animals V'.hich is not agreed 
upon and is as di:verse as the writers themselves, and then laying 
alongside of i:he se two artificia 1 arrangements, the embryonic reci t-
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al which is now doubted and is often false to the past history, ood 
pointing to the three-fold combination. The gaps geology shows are 
thus filled by present forms ani what both lack, by the embryonic 
recital. 
What are seen in these three facts are three marks of person-
al intelligence. In embryonic grovrlh is seen the p lan of produc-
tion. In the coming of the fossil creatures is seen the progress of 
the plan in historical appearance. In the present display of nature 
is seen the ulti:tnate purpose of the whole. It all forms one great 
consistent plan and bears all the marks of personal and creative 
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work. 7 
L. Blood Tests 
Blood contains two definite and distinct parts, one solid and 
the other liquid. The solid portion is composed of small round pro-
toplasmic masses, called cells, red and white. The red cells derive 
their color fro."'ll the contained haemoglobin~ a chemical having a re-
markable affinity for oxygen which it snatches at every opportunity 
from the oxygen-filled lungs, the air station through which all dark 
carbonated venus blood must pass. Human blood is made up of rather 
more tba.n one third to one half its weight of corpuscles or cells. 
It contains from twenty to twenty five percent of solids. The liquid 
part of the blood is named plasma, and this, b y clotting, is broken 
up into serum and a substance called fibrin; the latter formed from 
a normal constituent of the plasma, Fibrinogen, which is acted upon 
by the lime salts of the blood in the presence of small cells knovm 
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as 11 plz.telets" thought to be a product of the clotting change. 'Ihe 
platelets break up and release thrombokinase, w'nich combines with 
another chemical, thrombogen, to form thrombin. Thrombin unites with 
fibrinogen and fibrin, the final result of clotting, occurs as a fine 
network of threads which enmesh the cells into a jelly-like mass o 
This mass falls to the bottom, leaving the serum, clarifying the 
upper portion of ihe vessel, or surrounding and suspending the clot 
which is of soiTl9what higher specific gravity than is the serum. 
Navf blood is an ever changing mixture of solids and liquids, 
of cells and plasma, holding within it from twelve to twenty diff-
erent chemical substances identical with those found in ihe soil. 
These are combined in the most intricate fashion, and are controlled 
by the most elusive and wonderful force known to mankind as life. 
Remember that when "blood tests" are made, all the cells with their 
protoplasm and chemicals are removed; also ihe plasma is changed by 
the formation of fibrin, the extraction of which leaves only a liq-
uid known as serum, a remarkable fluid, but vastly different from 
the original living blood or even plasma. 
It is concluded from this data that "blood 11 is not used when 
the comparisons are made. The cells are killed. The serum is de-
void of the "life principle" that makes man superior to the brute. 
The comparison would be, therefore, of the liquid media in which the 
life-principles of the various animals lived. So at· best the 11blood 
tests" would be a comparison of the fluid which supports each animal's 
vi tal spark arrl not ~ comparison of the factors which make the species 
different. 
An examination of Dr. George Nuttall 's sixteen thousand tests 
reveals confusion rather than e.n orderly sequence of relationship. 
Table C reveals the fact that Old World Mon-
keys and New World Monkeys are forty-two 
points separated, but in Table D an tmpass-
able gulf of sixty-four degrees yawns be-
tween. Table A does not permit Marmosets 
and Old World Monkeys to come closer togeth-
er than forty-two points, and Table D in-
creases the distance to sixty-four. In Table 
E anti-sheep serum was used on horses and 
other animals. According to one test, h orses 
and sheep are eighty-four degrees removed . 
In t hi s same table ·whe2·e anti-pig serum was 
used aga.ins t horses and sheep, the two latter 
animals are close brothers, only ihree points 
e.part. In Table E, a lso, using the first 
method, pig and horse seemed to be about too 
same kind of e.nimal, twenty and sixteen, but 
in the next method there looms a yawn ing chasm 
of eighty-four points. In the one sheep and 
dogs are widely separated by ninety-three 
points, mile in the other they a re idf!ntical 
>1.1 th fu. irteen points to their credi t.l40 
Dr. H. c. Morton shows how one set of tests covering forty-
nine reptiles , fourteen s.mphibians, nineteen fishes, seven crusta-
ceans, one duckbill and two lemurs showed no reaction whatsoever. 
In another test the a.nth..ropoids (chimpanzee a nd gorilla) gave the 
same result as the horse, and man's quantitative test was t he same 
as the civet cat and the Madagascan i:enric! In the mille tests that 
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of the ass is marest that of man! V'Jh.at the evolutionist does prove! 
WJ.an 's two nearest relatives are the jackass and the civet cat. One 
of the first principles of logic is, 11 1'hat which proves too much 
doesn't prove anything." The blood test data are s o confused no 
ev olutionary conclusions can be drawn. 
Human blood is classified into frur types, I, IT, III, and 
IV. 1ne red cells of Group I will agglutinate wi th the serum of 
Groups II, III, and IV; the cells of Group II wi ll act on Groups 
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III and IV, while Group III is incompatible with Groups II and IV. 
Group IV is a universal donor. If the wrong types are used in trans-
fusion, serious and even fatal reactions may f ollow. But the serum 
of a horse ma y be used with perfect safety on a human being. Brown 
says, 
If there is anything in the statement that 
blood-reaction reveals the measure of kin-
ship, why should one human being thrive on 
blood, which, if injected into another hu-
man being would result in death to the sec-
ond? Again, why should the b lood of a 
horse introduced into a man ' s vei ns, be less 
harmful than the blood of another human be-
ing injected into the saJTI.e man? Is one of 
these men, on account of this peculiarity, 
to be excluded from membersh ip in the human 
race, while the horse is granted honorable 
admission?Jl+l 
What proves too much doesn' t prove anything. 
The blood test argument is that of comparative anatomy over 
again. The evolutionist has no explanation for t he differences of 
bloods and the likenesses can be explained far better on the ground 
of special creation, the handiwor k of the same master architect. 
Summary on blood tests. (1) The life matter of t he blood is 
extracted and the sera are innocuous liquids of salt and water in-
capable of fonning the basis of any true comparisons. (2) Nuttall's 
sixteen thousand classic tests reveal disordered data. They do not 
show a graded series of relationship. All that Nuttall cla imed for 
them was a "beginning" along this line. (3) The incompatabili"bJ of 
some types of human blood does not dehuw~nize any ~pe, neither does 
the apparent compatibility of man, jacka ss , and civet cat establish 
any close relationship. Ne\vman, the high priest of evolution, a.11d 
hi s authorities, s ay, 11 They (the blood tests) come as ne a. r to giv--
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ing a definite demonstration of evoluti en as we are likely t o find !142 
M. Geographical Distribution of Animals 
Since the animals of one continent differ in some regards from 
animals of another, the evolutionist assumes the theory of the trans -
mutation of species . 
It is not fair to limit God's creative power so that he would 
have to make al l animals the s arne in every part of the world . It 
shov.,rs design in cr eation that God made some animals to thrive in 
frigid 'regions and others in warmer locations.143 
The distribution of plants and animals is another favorite ar-
gu..rnent of this theory. Certain animals are said to be found only in 
certain regions, the bison only in North .America, i:he kangaroo only 
in ~\ustralia, the armadillo only i n Mexico. Evolution triumphantly 
asks, 't'l ere they created only in the se places '?" It is enough to re-
mark that difficulties as to creation do not prove evolution. Evol-
ution says ih e ancestors of these c ame from other parts ages ago and 
by long isolation and environment beca"'l'le what ihey are. 
Facts again are against the iheory. Huxley himself' says that 
in the neighborhood of Oxford are animal rel'll9.ins like those of Aus-
tralia; that Britain was once connected with the conti n ent , and so 
these animals passed over. The same is true, he s ays , of tl1e iso-
lated fauna of New Zealand and South America. 
This argument might be used aga inst evo l uti on as we ll as the 
previous arguments. Two islands i n t..h.e Pacific, only fifteen miles 
apart, have the animals of Asia on one and of Australia on the other. 
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One of the Bermudas has lizards like those of Africa and another like 
those of Americae In fact it is evident t hat animals and plants ha.ve 
scattered widely .144 
Evolution is not accepted by all scientists and scholars; it 
is admittedly an unproven theory. It has never been verifie d and 
cannot be. Not a single case of evolution h as ever been presented, 
and there is no knm.,n cause by whi ch it could take place .145 
N. Summary 
In this chapter a vast area. of critical thought connected with 
the theory of ev olution has been considered. The testimony of scien-
tists and even evolutionists themselves, admitting that evolution is 
unproven, has been noted. The fact is also noted that evolution has 
never been thoroughly proven, and cannot be be cause the evidence does 
not bear it out. 
·what the rocks really reveal 6 how the 11 inde:r.: fossil" system 
is set up and used, and the presupposition of the evolutionary the-
ory in the setting up of the 11 index fossil" system, has been shown. 
The origin of nan has been studied as well as the skulls and 
other bones that are supposed to be hundreds of millions of years 
olde The problems and falsi "ty of their evidence has also been shown. 
In addition, a study of the problems in evolution and a ref-
utation of the teaching about i:hem has been made e The problems con-
sidered include the fields of immutability, theories about nature 
i:hat work in the opposite of immutability, comparative anatomy and 
rudimentary organs, stratified rock, ihe growth of the brain in 
mammals 1 embryology, blood tests , and the geograp hical distribut:i.on 
of an :i.Jna ls • 
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CH.APTER V 
su L •• ARY .AND CONCLUSION 
A· Summary 
In this thesis an examil1atior- has been made of the theory of 
Natm·alistic Evolution and the Scriptural Doctrine of Creat"on as 
set forth in the first two chapters of Genesj s. 
In chapter two the tenn 11 Evolutionn was defined end the nature 
of' Evoluti en discussed. The following matters were taught by Natur-
alistic Evolutionists: le The His tory of Evolution , though p roposed 
earlier, was first brought into the limelig:ht b:y Charles DaJ:-win in 
1859e Since that time many scientists have accepted the theory and 
have done extensive work on developing it. 2o 'I'he world de-veloped 
from an original mass of fire and liquid, which slowly cooledJ and af-
ter millions of years produced the first minute protoplasm. 3· The 
development of the earth was also -very slow, vr.i.th the surfac e of the 
mass of liquid cooling and formin g a crust. Il.any times the crus·b 
was broken, moved, and buckled , but vii th the dawn of li.fe a wonder-
ful process bega11. 4. The first animals were invertebrate, worms , 
s p onges, and Trilobites wh ich dave loped into vertebrate creatures o 
.Also i nse c ts and chambered animals appeared during this period cal led 
th.e Paleozoic Era @ 5· The next Era called the Mesozoic Era produc ed 
the great dinosaurs, birds, clams , and bony f'isho These same great 
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creatures also dis appeared during this Era. 6. The present or Ceno-
zoic Era gave rise to the first primitive type of animals that are in 
existence toda.,y. The earth itself also became relatively stable, the 
continents rose and man e.s he is todcy carne into being. 7. Several 
problems that are connected with Naturalistic Evolution were also con-
sidered. These were the Immutability of Species, Comparative Anatomy 
and Rudimenta ry Organs, Paleontology and Paleobotany, Embryology, 
Blood tests, the Geographical distribution of animals and the devel-
opment of mano 
Chapter three was a considerat ion of The Scriptural Doctrine 
of Creation, beginning with the time before the Creation, and then 
progressing into the throe main theories of the beginning. These 
are: 1. That there was a long period of time between the first two 
verses of the first chapter of Genesis and the seven creative days 
were each twenty-four hours. 2. That there was no long period of 
time bet~ween Genesis 1:1 and 1:2, but that the seven creative days 
were long periods of Geological time. 3. That the creation of the 
earth was followed immediately by creative days of twent y-four hours 
each. 
This was followed by a discussion of each of the creative 
days, called by same i:he 11pericx:l. of reconstruction." Evidence in t he 
rocks is also considered in the ligh t of the seven creativ e days and 
the chapter is comp leted with an account of the creation of man. 
Chapter four was an examination of the Methods and Procedures 
of l'Jatur a1 is tic Evolution, taking into consideration the testimony 
of evolutionists to the facts ~~at show that the theory of Neutral-
istic Evolution is unproven and unreliable. 
Ano th vr matter exs :i ned 'Nas t ha t or what the roc_ s c tually 
revea l , vmen these findings are not pushed into the evolut ionists' 
mold of "fossil indexing". 
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Several supposed skeletons have been found and a r e used in 
an a ttempt to prove the evolution of man. Along with this the prob-
l em of the Immutabilit"<J of Specie s was considered including theories 
of nature that vfork in opposition to the evolutionary theory. 
Comparat ive anatomy and rudiment ary organs were a l s o exronined 
a l ong with th e true picture that is gained frorr. a s i . -udy of stra·bified 
rock , the growth of the brain in rna!!l!!'.als, embryo l ogy, blood t9sts and 
t he g eographic al distribution of animal s . 
B. Conclusion 
The following conclusions were r eached aft e r caref ul exa.mino.-
ticn of the e vidence pr esented in this thesis: 
1. That the tl eor y of e volution. :i.s widel y dispute a and is nothing 
more than a theory, be cause . 
A. Through the past one hundred years no conc lus ive facts 
have be en dis c overed that can prove the theory. 
B. Most of the arguments use d to supp ort the evolutionary 
theory have not be en based on fo.c ts but , 
C. Have almost :ithout exception been pre-conceived ideas 
i nto whi ch evoluti onists have attempted t o make their 
findings fit~ . Th is type of procedure i s n ot s c ientific. 
D. Evidence in t he e arth a nd nature p oint - toward a de genera-
t ion of nature. 
E. Taking all of this into consideration, it is imposs ible 
for this writer to accept in any way the theory of Nat-
urali stic Evolution. 
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2. That th e Scripturo.l a ccount of Creation as found in Genesis is 
acceptable , because , 
;.. It has withstood the t heolog ica l tesJG of time. 
B. It has suc c essfully withstood the attack of the sc ien-
tific worldo 
c. Muc h of the scientific worl d adrni ts that t he ac c ount is 
not uns c ienti fic and i s true t o e ve ry conception of the 
s c ientific world~ 
D. The Cbr istian wor ld has found the Genesis a ccount ac-
ceptable and claim i t as God ' s Wor d e.nd reve l ation . 
E. Therefore this V'Tr iter feels that the Scriptural a ccou11t 
is sc ientif i c and a cceptable as the true revelation fr om 
God of the c r e aJGion of the wor l d , animals and man . 
3. .After examining the three theories of t re cr eation that are 
most generally held by ii1.ose claiming the Scriptural account 
of creati on, this writer feels tha t the ·first theory appears 
to be t he most tenable of the three because , 
A. True science ha s strong evidence that the earth is sev-
eral bill ion years old, or at least much olde r than the 
six thousand y ears of age that are most oft en a ttributed 
to t he earth. Therefore it would seem that the r e mus t 
have been a long period of time bet ween Genesis 1 : 1 and 
B. There is no evidence tb.a t man sl ON l y develope d ~ but 
rl:l.ther s uddenly appeare d on the earth. 
C. Our present day creatures do not sho·w evidence of evolu-
ti on. 
D. There are none of the prehistoric creuture s in e x i s ten ce 
today; only a few of their bones r eme.in . 
E., The refor e it seems most prob able t ha t the ear th was i n 
existence long bef or e the c r e at io11 or reconstruction and 
that G.od created a stable world, our present c reatures , 
and man , in six days of twent-,Y-four hours each . 
4. ~fter examining Sc riptural accounts, it seems n s light pos si-
bility that the fall of Satan occurred during t h e per iod of 
time between Genesis 1:1 and 1:2. 
5· Considering the fact that none of the str ange c r e atures, whose 
bones are found all over t he world, are i n existence today , it 
would seem a remote possibi l ity that there were pre- Adamite 
crea tions that were destroyed a long with a ll v e ge t able life 
wh en Satan fell and the world was thrown into ruin, desolation , 
and was te. 
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